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Abstract
Higher education environments tend to sustain interpretations of student success that place the
responsibility on students alone. This perspective, often described as deficit thinking, shapes
educational responses into remedial ones. In this view, students who struggle do so because of
poor study skills or habits. Academic support, then, fills the students with what they lack. This
approach assumes that all students access learning in the same way, and that all students are
equally able to make good academic choices. However, research on adverse childhood
experiences (ACEs) finds that many students bring with them a history of trauma, which changes
the way they learn and respond to new stressors. A trauma-informed approach recognizes the
institution’s responsibility to acknowledge the impact of trauma and to design support according
to trauma-informed principles. This organizational improvement plan examines the institution’s
role in academic support, with a change plan designed for one Canadian university. The
discussion is rooted in interpretive organizational theory and social cognition as an approach to
change, with specific attention on sensemaking. Using the change path model and a servant
leadership orientation, I develop a three-loop plan that employs a community of practice (CoP)
as the mechanism for change. I suggest the initiation of the CoP, strategies to mobilize change
through social and institutional learning, mechanisms for monitoring the change path, and
communication strategies to encourage second-order change. With a metaphor of hospitality, I
consider how to open the educational space for all students to enter and thrive.
Keywords: academic support, trauma, servant leadership, interpretivism, sensemaking,
community of practice, hospitality
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Executive Summary
This persuasive study in the form of an organizational improvement plan applies
interpretivism and a social cognitive approach to interrogating the problem of practice and
seeking a solution. There is an emphasis on reframing through sensemaking. Throughout this
study, I employ the concept of hospitality, which is both a metaphor and a philosophy.
In Chapter One, the institutional context establishes the foundation for the problem of
practice. The economic, political, and socio-cultural factors point to some of the university’s
vulnerabilities and suggest a structural functionalist identity. This is compared to a traditional,
formal table set for guests. Next, I provide analysis of my positionality and level of
empowerment as background for my leadership role. I explain how servant leadership aligns
with my institution, my personal nature, and my theoretical lens. After providing these layers of
context, I present the problem of practice that I address in this study, which emphasizes how a
clinical, deficit-based approach to academic support ignores the impact of trauma on learning.
After describing the current and desired future state of learning support, I provide a literature
review of trauma and learning as well as conceptual approaches to academic support. I provide
guiding questions using a five-step hospitality framework to structure my inquiry. Building on
the context and analysis of the problem, the next section considers my leadership vision for
improvement as well as the change drivers that prepare the way for change. Finally, using
Cawsey et al.’s (2016) change readiness tool as a guide, I analyze organizational, group, and
individual readiness to enter into a second-order change regarding academic support.
Chapter Two moves from context, problem, and readiness analysis into consideration of
solutions. The chapter begins with a discussion of leadership of planned second-order change
through servant leadership, with the addition of trauma-informed leadership principles. I
consider which change framework will align best with these leadership approaches, the problem
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itself, and the institutional context. I assess Kotter’s model as well as the Kübler-Ross model,
and although both offer some benefits, I determine that Cawsey’s change path model is the best
fit to frame my improvement plan because it provides structure without rigidity, values relational
and participatory change strategies, and focuses on improvement rather than simply reaching an
end goal. To prepare for a critique of possible solutions to the problem, I engage in a detailed
critical analysis of the university using Tierney’s (1987) enacted environment framework, which
has an interpretivist foundation. Next, I discuss and compare three possible solutions: reframing
academic support through structural change, through governance, or through a community of
practice. The third option is the best fit for the problem and the organization. I provide an
overview of ongoing improvement through a PDSA inquiry cycle as it would work in a
community of practice. Applying Starratt’s (1991; 2004; 2005) work on ethics, the chapter
concludes with a discussion of some of the ethical and social justice considerations in leading the
chosen solution for implementing a trauma-informed approach to support.
In Chapter Three, I unfold specific plans for implementing a community of practice as a
change agent. Starting with the formation of the CoP as a preliminary step, I move through each
stage of the change path model and identify concrete plans for the learning process, moving from
macro to micro change. This implementation plan is presented as a series of loops, with each
loop growing slightly larger than the last to indicate the spread of the change. The change plan
includes a learning orientation related to trauma in each loop, a connection to lived experience,
and specific learning activities. The next section outlines a monitoring plan within each loop,
with additional consideration of the culture of the community of practice itself. Next, I provide
principles drawn from hospitality and specific tactics for communication of the change through
answering why, what and how (Beatty, 2015). The chapter ends with considerations for the
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future as the change eventually becomes institutionalized. With ongoing PDSA cycles,
evaluating the impact of the change on the university through institutional data will be
meaningful. In addition, I discuss the future of the community of practice and the successful
learning activities it will hopefully contribute to the academic and transformative work of the
university.
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Glossary of Terms
Academic success: Defined by meeting the institution’s learning outcomes. At SPU, academic
success is measured by growth in knowledge, application of knowledge, complex thinking,
inquiry and problem-solving, global awareness, creativity, spiritual formation, and contributions
to the well-being of self and society (SPU, 2015b). In higher education, academic success is
often measured by GPA, with a 2.0 being the threshold for success at SPU.
ACEs (Adverse Childhood Experiences): Traumatic experiences in childhood that influence
brain development and stress responses. Categories include abuse (physical, emotional, and
sexual), neglect (physical and emotional), and household instabilities (family members with
mental illness, incarceration, family violence, substance abuse, and divorce) (Felitti, et al., 1998).
At-risk Students: A term used at SPU to categorize students whose academic performance is
below 2.0 (C average). At-risk students may also be identified by professors based on
attendance, participation, and engagement in learning. At SPU, at-risk students are flagged
through a reporting system which alerts advisors, deans, and student life staff to follow up.
Childhood Trauma: The cumulative impact of ACEs, also known as childhood trauma,
developmental trauma, and complex developmental trauma in the literature. Related terms are
toxic stress and toxic shame, which refer to the physiological and psychological toxicity of
experiencing chronic trauma. Childhood trauma is not the same as PTSD because it is
developmental (Van der Kolk, 2005).
Clinical approach or Service-based approach: An institutional system that pairs a need with a
specific service, under the assumption that a learning problem can be solved through the
intervention of a relevant expert. This is considered a remedial view in that a student’s learning
is characterized by an academic problem, like an illness, that needs to be treated with the relevant
“medicine.” For example, a student for whom English is not their mother tongue is burdened by
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grammatical incompetency which can be treated at the writing centre (Ashmore, 2018;
Avramidis & Skidmore, 2004; Sefalane-Nkohla & Mtonjeni, 2019). This concept is related to a
deficit approach.
Community of practice (CoP): A group of people who share knowledge and experience in a
specific domain, or subject area. This group develops community through collaborative learning
and through engaging in defining practices. The concept of a CoP was initiated and made known
through the work of Wenger.
Deficit approach: A way of thinking that categorizes a person or a situation based on what is
lacking or how that person or situation fails to meet the defined standards (Tierney, 2008;
Zerquera et al., 2018)
Dominant narrative: A way of interpreting and retelling meaning that becomes shared by the
majority of people in a social context; the story that over time becomes the definitive story told
by the majority (Adichie, 2009; Lumby, 2012); also called majoritarian narratives (Roxas &
Gabriel, 2017).
Flourishing: A holistic description of success. Rather than focuses on outcomes or
achievements, the concept of flourishing includes confidence to actively contribute and engage
in academics and society (Gokcen et al., 2012).
Holistic support: Founded on an understanding of learning as a complex experience that is
affected by physical, emotional, psychological, experiential, spiritual, and cognitive factors.
Support strategies respond to this complexity (Avramidis & Skidmore, 2004; Ashmore, 2018;
Davidson, 2018; Hickey et al., 2020).
Hospitality: The notion that human dignity is honoured through inviting and being invited into
each other’s presence. This is a universal concept, evident in many teachings: in the biblical call
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to “love your neighbour,” which requires seeing others as valuable, perceiving their needs, and
giving generously; in ancient story, such as The Odyssey; and in global philosophy, such as “in
Africa, [where] an ideal person is primarily hospitable. This hospitality is ideally extended to all
people: friends, foes and/or strangers. It is also extended to all departments of life” (Gathogo,
2008, p. 40).
Non-traditional students: Includes people who differ from the traditional university population,
such as students from linguistic, cultural, ethnic, or racialized populations, adult learners,
students with disabilities, students from immigrant families, students from marginalized
communities, and academically at-risk students (Avramidis & Skidmore, 2004).
Reciprocity: The principle of offering something, whether knowledge, time, expertise, affect, or
material goods in return for the same. Reciprocity is categorized as a social norm, one that
transcends culture and context (Bicchieri et al., 2018; Stock et al., 2018). It is also an important
ethical principle in knowledge sharing and mobilization (Su et al., 2021).
Resilience: A condition of well-being that enables a person to persevere through stress; “the
development of psychological resilience may provide individuals with an ‘inoculating effect’
from undesirable outcomes which often arise from exposure to stressful situations or events”
(Hammermeister, et al., 2020, p. 14).
Sensemaking: The human drive to find meaning in experiences and phenomena (Ancona, 2012;
Weick, 1995).
Traditional students: In the university population, students who are usually 18-24 years of age,
fluent speakers of English, middle class, abled, academically competent, and well-prepared to
participate in academia
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Trauma-informed approach (TIA): When leaders understand the prevalence and impact of
trauma on all stakeholders and choose educational designs in response to this way of thinking;
when decision-makers question ways in which current practices ignore or ignite trauma. The
generally agreed-upon principles of TIA are safety, choice, collaboration, trustworthiness, and
empowerment (Buffalo Centre for Social Research, 2022).
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Chapter One: The Problem
The practice of hospitality1 spans time, place, and culture. In ancient texts such as biblical
narratives and Homer’s The Odyssey, acts of hospitality mirror the sacred. In fact, it was a
common belief that the stranger may, in fact, be a deity (O’Gorman, 2007). Furthermore, in
African tradition, hospitality is seen as inseparable from humanness (Gathogo, 2008). It is also
intertwined with inclusion and exclusion, and belongingness is at the crux (Carlier, 2020). On the
other hand, in his various writings, French philosopher Jacques Derrida wrestles with the
differences between what he calls the Law of hospitality and the laws of hospitality. The Law is
the utopian ideal, the ethical principle of full inclusion of all people in all spaces. The laws are
the specific contextual rules and boundaries that exist to define hospitality in a specific place
(Derrida, 2000).
These principles of hospitality provide a philosophy and a metaphor for analyzing higher
education. In this metaphor, the institution plays the role of host, and the students are guests.
Authentic hospitality requires five steps: noticing, caring, inviting, preparing, and providing.2
These steps of hospitality provide tools for an analysis of my problem of practice, proposed
change, and the leadership of this change in my specific institution.
Organizational Context
Small Pacific University (SPU3) is located in western Canada, where it has been wellestablished for many decades. The story of its origins has been told and re-told, and now this

The term hospitality is also commonly used to refer to “the hospitality industry” and conjures up the notion of
customer service. In higher education, this could reflect commodification that is a characteristic of the neo-liberal
era (Busch, 2014). It is not my intention to use the term in this way. Throughout this OIP, I will unfold the metaphor
in its philosophical sense.
2
This five-step framework is my own. My thinking has been informed generally by the philosophy in the writings of
Jacques Derrida and Joan Stavo-Debauge and specifically by the work by Carlier (2020), Janzen et al. (2020), and
Pyyhtinen (2020).
3
SPU is a pseudonym used for the purpose of anonymization.
1

2
story holds a legendary quality. Institutional documents, artifacts displayed in key public areas,
and the names of buildings all allude to this historical narrative (Morgan, 2006). Thus, even
though the institution has changed in some ways over the years, the founding of the university
still influences the culture, and the culture sets up interpretations of the host and guests and the
relationship between them.
In the Canadian higher education context, SPU is categorized as a small institution,
offering both undergraduate and graduate programs. With small class sizes, students and faculty
become acquainted, and sometimes top students garner special attention, such as research
partnerships. Instructors also have opportunity to notice students who struggle. This is where my
question comes in: What is the university culture’s narrative of failure and success? How we
frame academic struggle will influence how we frame academic support. Indeed, the institutional
mission and vision statements both emphasize the role of the university in student development,
making explicit the importance of equipping students to serve in society (SPU, n.d.). If personal
and social transformation is the purpose, then institutional attention and resources should align.
To critique this, understanding contextual factors is the first step.
Economic Factors
The economic realities of SPU are constructed from multiple layers. Like most other
colleges and universities, SPU is influenced by neo-liberalism, especially competition,
marketization, and consumerism. In this context, students may be perceived as quantities,
measured by their economic usefulness, also called homo economicus (Brown, 2015; Oxford,
2021). Thus, academic programs that attract the most students and demonstrate the greatest
efficiency are prioritized and resourced.
At the institutional level, many of SPU’s decisions are driven by the need to diversify and
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increase the student population. This is in part because SPU is a not-for-profit private university
that receives no government funding. Financial viability depends primarily on tuition, as well as
donors, external funding, meticulous budgeting, and resource constraints. As a result of tuition
dependency, SPU has pursued non-traditional students, such as adult learners, international
students, and academically at-risk students. Although providing accessibility to education is part
of the rhetoric, the decision to recruit non-traditional students is really an economic one, as
manifest in term enrolment reports and financial updates. Similarly, revenue is the driver of
retention efforts, and in this context, the cost of academic support is justified as a retention
service. Thus, although students are invited into the institutional space, the economic context
may overshadow them as individuals who bring their past educational and personal lived
experiences into this new place of learning. According to Pyyhtinen (2020), invitation is by
nature relational, which causes me to question whether merely opening space for someone (and
taking their money) counts as invitation at all.
The micro context in which my problem of practice is situated is The Centre for Learning
(The Centre). Daily work focuses on providing various support services, including writing
support, discipline-specific tutoring, coaching, study skills, academic advising, and disability
accommodations. The value of this work has been measured in metrics, such as how many
students made appointments in each service area and average grades attained by these students.
The quantification of support services partially justifies the budget for The Centre, and this has
contributed to a mindset of competition for which service attracts the most students. Although
individual staff members work conscientiously to care for students as individuals, the servicebased approach to support tends to silo their work and creates a perceived need to market and
validate their service area. In contrast, Starratt argues that the work of educators is human
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development: the holistic growth of all students to “own” themselves, “claim [their]
membership,” and “participate fully” (Boston College Libraries, 2011, 5:33-5:47). However, The
Centre has unintentionally created its own economic barriers, which sometimes distract from this
ethical goal of human development.
Political Factors
Although SPU is a private institution, it is still under the authority of The Ministry of
Advanced Education, Universities Canada, as well as other external regulatory bodies, privacy
laws, and provincial human rights legislation. These political factors impact The Centre because
they determine what can and cannot be. As Bacchi and Goodwin (2016) argue, policy creates
discourses, and these discourses are “socially produced forms of knowledge that set limits upon
what is possible to think, write, or speak about” (p. 35). For example, if a student must have
official documentation of a disability to qualify for academic accommodations, this legislation
supports students whose cultures acknowledge and diagnose disability. It excludes some
students, such as those whose cultures or families hide disability. In addition, this policy
recognizes certain definitions and categories of disabilities, but it does not recognize the longterm impact of trauma on learning, which I will examine in depth later in this chapter. As
illustrated by this example of disability, regulations and policies shape the host’s interpretation of
the guests and the host’s heuristic for preparing and providing.
Social and Cultural Factors
The socio-cultural context is also relevant to SPU’s culture. At the macro level,
provincial and regional demographics have changed, with more and more foreign home-owners,
international visitors, immigrants and refugees from numerous countries of origin (Statistics
Canada, 2017). These social patterns are mirrored in SPU’s population, where traditional
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students are no longer the majority. The term traditional student refers to 18–24-year-old
domestic students who are academically and financially prepared for university studies. Over the
past decade, the percentage of qualified high school graduates entering post-secondary has
dropped by approximately two percent, and more students are choosing to delay entry to
university (Government of British Columbia, 2020). At the same time, according to Statistics
Canada (2020), in 2017-18, international student enrolments in Canadian universities increased
by 9.3% while domestic enrolment remained almost static. These trends appear in SPU’s
demographics. For example, between 1991 and 2011, international students composed less than
ten percent of the student body (SPU, 1991; SPU, 2011). In contrast, the most recent census
document of SPU indicates that this population has grown to approximately half the student body
(SPU, 2021a).
In response to the declining traditional market, SPU has created programs that open
admission to non-traditional students. These programs include academic support, but the models
of support are ad hoc. Kezar (2018) claims that “higher education tends to add on single
programs or services to help students rather than fundamentally rethinking the structure and
culture to support new students” (p. 10). Instead of “fundamentally rethinking” learning support,
SPU has changed and re-changed the structure. Support has become a function and a structure
rather than an act of hospitality.
Institutional Frameworks
Institutionally, the rhetoric of servant leadership dominates SPU’s narrative through
historical and archival story-telling and in formalized documents, such as strategic plans and
curricular statements. Undergraduate and graduate degrees in leadership also emphasize the
value of servant leadership. This is largely because SPU is a faith-based university that is
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founded on biblical teachings and principles, and servant leadership aligns with these values.
However, the leadership practice at SPU does not always demonstrate servant leadership.
Many structures of the institution are hierarchical, with significant emphasis on reporting
structures and organizational charts, appropriate lines to authority, and an “us versus them”
culture related to (dis)trust and use of resources (Kezar, 2018). A frequent call from faculty, for
example, is “We need transparency!” This skepticism towards leaders together with a
hierarchical behavioural pattern have influenced the culture of The Centre because it was
originally established as a structural change by bringing together several previously segregated
services. Since then, additional academic support layers have been added, but the staffing and
organizational structure have changed with each leader. Currently there are almost 20 permanent
staff, ten or more part-time staff, and well over 50 student workers. Due to lack of stable
leadership since The Centre was formed, the emotional well-being, validation, and professional
development of staff in the Centre has been neglected. Servant leadership shifts attention to the
transformation of the individuals and the team, and this is what The Centre needs most to be
ready for change.
SPU is most accurately characterized by structural functionalism. The organizational
focus or drive of functionalism is the preservation of equilibrium (Burrell & Morgan, 1979/2005;
Capper, 2018). Although SPU is under the influence of neo-liberalism as well as social and
demographic change, and although the curriculum has grown and changed as a result,
organizational structure has changed very little. There are strong shared values and norms that
form an unstated rubric for assessing members’ behaviours and contributions (Bolman & Deal,
2017). Applying the hospitality metaphor, I compare SPU to the classic formal table. As Figure 1
illustrates, the table is very well-prepared and carefully thought out. Each guest has a designated
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place at the table according to a known hierarchy. There is a head of the table, who is the clear
leader. Each place setting is identical, with shared norms for the role of each plate and utensil.
This table works very well, and the hosts maintain this structure fiercely.
Figure 1
Classic formal table

Note. From Revelry 4 [Photograph], by S. Loyd, 2018,
(https://unsplash.com/photos/RLIhzcnl7IQ)
However, what happens when an unexpected guest arrives, someone who does not fit the
system? The system falls apart. At SPU, as the student body keeps changing and the values and
norms are challenged, functionalism keeps the focus on trying to “get back to normal” instead of
finding new ways to include and care for the students. As a result, some students thrive because
they fit, while other students are disadvantaged (Crosby et al., 2018; Starratt, 2005). Lumby
(2012) writes, “The dominant culture is likely to be working in each school or college in favour
of some and disadvantaging others” (p. 580). Thus, from both a leadership and a social justice
perspective, the structural functional organizational approach may be an impediment to
hospitality.
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Leadership Position and Lens Statement
With over twenty years of experience teaching and leading faculty and academic staff, I
have been given opportunities to learn about SPU and to be a participant in its history. Through
committee work, I have had insider views of academic leadership at the President, Provost, and
Dean levels, and I have worked with people in almost all areas of the institution. This diverse
experience gives me strong social capital, which opens up participation for me (Bourdieu, 1986),
After many years on faculty, I transitioned to a leadership role at The Centre in 2021. Since my
position makes me formally responsible for academic support for all campuses and all students,
this gives me opportunity, agency, and voice to lead change in how we approach academic
support.
Positionality
My positionality is not defined entirely by my official title and role. As Kezar (2002)
explains, positionality theory asserts that a person’s leadership is woven from characteristics and
personality as well as contextual and cultural factors. My positionality includes my identity as a
woman, a person of faith, a scholar, a teacher, a mother, and a poet, but it also includes the
influences of SPU’s President and executive leaders, the culture of The Centre, the physical and
virtual space where my work takes place, the views others have of me, how my team members
relate to me, and my academic discipline.
Considering this theory of positionality, my colleagues at SPU identify me as a person
who considers and advocates for other people, especially those who are often socially and
academically marginalized. My years of work on many committees and in curricular research
and change has established respectful collegiality from faculty, while my multi-disciplinary
background in systemic functional linguistics, global education, literature, and academic writing
has given me scholarly credibility. In addition, being multi-disciplinary has given me an
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understanding of complexity, especially how to look at problems and situations from many
possible lenses (Bolman & Gallos, 2011). This positionality gives me agency to lead academic
support for the institution. From the perspective of hospitality, I have the role of host, which
comes with responsibility. I need to steward this role (Eva et al., 2019), to use what I have to
foster hospitality wherever I can.
Empowerment
Empowerment theory also sheds light on my leadership position because it emphasizes
that a formal title or role is not enough to establish leadership. Rappaport (1987) describes
empowerment as a relationship between individuals and their communities, including
organizational contexts. An individual may be empowered in some contexts but not in others.
Spreitzer (1995) applies this theory to the workplace and suggests four dimensions: meaning,
self-efficacy, self-determination, and impact. A person who believes their work is meaningful
when weighed against their values may be more empowered than others. A person who believes
they can do their work well has more empowerment in that context. When a person has a sense
of being free to initiate work activities, they experience empowerment. Finally, if the person
believes that their work makes a difference and is valued, they become empowered. Garcia et al.
(2020) apply empowerment theory from a feminist perspective to discuss women as leaders in
higher education. Their study found that “…rather than relying on hierarchy or external power,
levels of influence in higher education institutions may be better understood as products of
empowerment behavior” (p. 36). Women in academia reported strong positionality because of a
sense of empowerment.
If I apply this theory to my own leadership at SPU, I conclude that I am empowered. I
know that the work I do is meaningful, and it gives me joy because I value the growth and well-
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being of others and the opportunity to extend hospitality. I feel equipped because I have the
tools, knowledge, support, experience, critical thinking, and creativity to fulfill my work well
and to innovate for the future. Because I have been given autonomy to lead and to design
academic support, I have strong self-determination. I do not usually feel trapped by other
people’s decisions or indecisions. Finally, I know that my work has impact on my team, on
faculty, on students, and on the institution because I see my contributions coming to fruition in
institutional decisions. Therefore, empowerment theory reveals that not only do I have a formal
role to lead, but I am also empowered to be “change-oriented” (Spreitzer, 1995, p. 1449).
Kezar’s (2002) literature review of positionality also highlights women as more likely
than men to value empowerment, co-creation, and participation in leadership. In my case, these
values together with my positionality direct me to servant leadership as my dominant leadership
lens. I am not driven by self-promotion or self-edification, nor do I pursue efficiency or
performance improvement (Lemoine et al., 2019; Letizia, 2017). Instead, what informs my
leadership vision is supporting others to experience personal growth and empowerment, which is
the focus of servant leadership.
Servant Leadership
When Greenleaf (1970) initiated the theory of servant leadership, he chose The Servant
as Leader as the title for his book. This title is significant because it is not about a leader who
takes on characteristics of a servant by choice or for strategy. It is about a person who is first a
servant (Eva et al., 2019). Greenleaf (1970/2014) explains further in his essay, “Who is the
Servant Leader?” that a person who is a servant is so in essence. The opportunity to lead is given
and received later. This foundational notion encapsulates the reason I apply servant leadership to
my problem of practice. It is a matter of personal integrity because what defines me is my
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conviction to help others. Help does not mean completing a task for someone but supporting
them so that they may overcome a crisis, grow in sense of self, and become active contributors.
Over time, leadership opportunities have been given to me, and I have found that by serving and
caring, I have seen many of my colleagues and students flourish. Greenleaf (1970/2014)
challenges the definition of meaningful leadership:
Do those served grow as persons? Do they, while being served, become healthier, wiser,
freer, more autonomous, more likely themselves to become servants? And what is the
effect on the least privileged in society; will they benefit, or, at least, not be further
deprived? (p. 21)
Thus, not only is servant leadership an enactment of my nature, but it is also a way towards
social justice, and social justice, in turn, is inseparable from my leadership and from the impact
of leadership on others (Theoharis, 2007).
Servant leadership is also suited to the interpretivist theoretical view I apply to my
problem of practice. Bolman and Gallos (2011) state, “Thinking and learning [emphasis added]
are at the heart of effective leadership” (p. xi). Interpretivism facilitates my thinking and learning
about the problem by asking myself how individuals and groups in SPU make sense of student
learning behaviour and academic support. I become aware of SPU’s social construction of the
definition of success and failure. For example, when a student disengages from discussion or
fails to hand in their work, the professor might assume the student is lazy or draw on a stereotype
to make sense of the behaviour (Tierney, 2008; Yan & Pei, 2018; Zerquera et al., 2018). Through
interpretivism, I can learn how these institutional narratives and labels influence educational
practice, including what academic support can be and who can access it.
Although interpretivism is criticized for seeking to maintain status quo and avoid radical
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change (Capper, 2019), the theory helps me to interrogate the responsibility of SPU in the
problem. This new understanding equips me to lead others in a way that stirs their selfawareness, invites them into the problem-solving, and initiates collective interpretive change.
Servant leadership focuses on decision-making for the purpose of each person’s growth.
Therefore, this leadership philosophy can begin the path of change by inviting institutional
participants into an inquiry of the dominant narrative. As individuals consider and create new
interpretations, they become contributors to a new narrative, leading to a relational change path
(Hannah et al., 2014). In this way, servant leadership is a response to interpretivist thinking that
orients others towards change.
Hospitality as a metaphor complements servant leadership and vice versa. The principles
of building up and offering possibilities to others aligns with both concepts. When a person feels
seen and valued, the path to trust begins, and when a person is invited to participate or
contribute, relationship moves towards community (Bowman, 2005; Eva et al., 2019). In his
study of servant leadership in education, Bowman (2005) asserts that the essence of servant
leadership is a response to the human need to be valued and loved. Likewise, hospitality starts
with validating each person’s worth. It is reciprocal and relational (Carlier, 2020). In this way,
servant leadership focuses my work on creating a hospitable learning environment, wherein all
members of the institution experience opportunities to flourish.
Leadership Problem of Practice
My problem of practice focuses on the current clinical, service-based approach to
academic support, which reflects a reductionist, deficit narrative of students. A deficit
perspective tends to sustain stereotypes (Gaywish & Mordoch, 2018; Stephens, 2020;
Subramaniam & Wuest, 2021). As a result, some students experience shame instead of support
(Flynn, 2015; Johnson, 2012). At SPU, the dominant narrative is that a learning problem can be
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“fixed” through one of the support services. Although this approach benefits students who are
well-prepared and well-regulated to learn (Flynn, 2021), it is not an effective paradigm of
support for the many students with adverse childhood experiences (ACEs). In fact, a clinical
approach is not trauma-sensitive and may even create new layers of trauma for some students
(Allen, et al., 2020; Kezar & Fries-Britt, 2020). For SPU, academic support that is not traumainformed may lead to ethical consequences in terms of equity and inclusion as well as economic
consequences in terms of student attrition (SPU, 2015a; SPU, 2018). The central question of this
problem of practice is this: How does SPU’s approach to academic support exacerbate trauma
and limit educational hospitality? I must also query how to steward my position of leadership in
The Centre to respond to this problem.
The Role of Metaphor in my Analysis
Throughout this organizational improvement plan, I will apply an interpretive paradigm
with a focus on the principles of sensemaking and narrative, which are intertwined. Sociological
scholars identify the human drive to make sense of experiences as a means of coping with
uncertainty and distress (Ancona, 2012; Weick, 1995). The process of sensemaking includes the
creation of a narrative, which encompasses individual and collective identity, history, and
context. Shared narratives also create a frame of reference for future sensemaking (Cunliffe et
al., 2012). In organizational theory, the narrative upheld by the institution dictates what fits and
what does not. As a result, things that do not fit are rejected or marginalized (Haveman & Wetts,
2019).
As Derrida’s principles of hospitality suggest, the macro context of higher education, the
meso context of the institution, and the micro context of The Centre all have rules to guide
decisions of who is included and how. These contexts are socially constructed, establishing
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norms that write the narrative for social reality (Lumby, 2012). For example, each university
determines admission criteria that establish norms for who gets invited into the space. However,
invitation is only part of the process of hospitality. Invitation offers entrance into a space, but it
is not enough (Carlier, 2020). In higher education, after a student is invited into the institution,
they might go unnoticed and uncared for. They might not experience belongingness. This is
especially true for students who struggle in a demanding academic environment (Flynn, 2015).
Whose responsibility is it for students to thrive? Is the burden on the student or on the institution
or both? I examine how SPU interprets this question as it relates to academic support, and I
propose a change that shifts the current narrative. The metaphor of hospitality as a process will
guide my analysis of the problem, the proposed change, and my perspective on leading the
change.
The Current State of Academic Support
The current state of academic support at SPU is primarily structural and functionalist.
Support is organized as separate structures with separate staff and specific functions, such as The
Writing Centre for students who need help with writing, Academic Coaching for students who
are on probation, and Disability Services for students who seek academic accommodations. On
the one hand, each service team has expertise to work well in their service area, and the clear
distinct categorization of support might help students identify which service they need. On the
other hand, in the hospitality metaphor, The Centre is an example of the classic formal table.
Although the seating is structured in advance and people are invited to the table, the place
settings and features tend to be “one size fits all.” Guests will succeed if they fit the standards, or
what Weber calls “the ideal type” (Chowdhury, 2014). In academic support, traditional students
who are generally competent learners with high self-efficacy will benefit from the current
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approach. However, for other students, these support structures may be less helpful and may
even emphasize their misfit-ness at a table that was not prepared for them (Kezar & Fries-Britt,
2020).
The Future State of Academic Support
The future state that I envision is a very different kind of table, one that is set based on
knowledge of trauma-informed principles. Staff will recognize that all people are learning, and
all forms and stages of learning are valuable. It will be an environment wherein staff are not
bound by their area of service or by resources but instead offer their individual expertise, gifts,
and interests to support diverse students in multiple ways. Support will not be a remedy for a
deficit but an integral part of the learning experience. By developing knowledge of trauma, its
impact on learning, and the ways in which support can both help and hurt, all who have a role in
academic support will be better equipped to truly see all learners, to care about them, to invite
them, to prepare thoughtfully, and to provide for them as individuals on a learning journey.
Framing the Problem
In this section, I offer a literature review to establish the significance of the problem. The
term trauma refers to a negative experience that taxes a person’s coping methods and has longlasting emotional and cognitive consequences. Traumatic experiences occur throughout life, but
childhood trauma differs from a trauma experienced in adulthood because it affects the
developing brain and biological systems (Center for Healthcare Strategies, 2021). In this section,
I first explore the research on adverse childhood experiences as they impact learning4. Next, I
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I want to acknowledge that individuals throughout SPU (and all contexts) may be impacted by ACEs. In Chapter
Two, I describe trauma-informed leadership, which, combined with servant leadership, informs my own work as a
leader. Trauma-informed leadership recognizes the reality and impact of trauma in the experiences of institutional
members. However, the focus of this OIP is academic support for students, so this is where I have focused the
research.
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examine theoretical underpinnings of academic support, how an interpretivist lens frames my
understanding of the problem, and how the hospitality metaphor facilitates my inquiry.
Adverse Childhood Experiences (ACEs)
To understand the limitations of a clinical academic support model, it is first important to
discuss the research on adverse childhood experiences (ACEs) and their effect on learning. The
foundational research is known as the Kaiser Study (Felitti et al., 1998). Researchers found
strong correlation between early childhood traumas and later health risks, such that the more
traumas a person experienced as a child, the greater the likelihood of serious illness in adulthood.
The study identified adverse experiences as physical, emotional, and sexual abuse, physical and
emotional neglect, and household dysfunctions including divorce, domestic violence, substance
abuse, mental illness, suicide attempts, and incarceration. This study launched a vast field of
research into the impact of ACEs on physical and mental health as well as learning and
education. The authors urge “an effective understanding of the behavioral coping devices that
commonly are adopted to reduce the emotional impact of these experiences” (p. 255). In other
words, they initiated the notion of a trauma-informed response.
Since the original study, much work has been done to understand how ACEs (also known
as developmental trauma or complex trauma) affect learning. Some of the relevant topics include
shame (Edwards, 2019; Taylor, 2015), avoidance and suppression (Hagan et al., 2017), poor
executive functioning and impaired processing speed (Dannehl et al., 2017), difficulties with
self-regulation and memory (Gröger et al., 2016), language processing and logic (McLaughlin &
Sheridan, 2016). One of the leading scholars on ACEs is Bessel Van der Kolk (2005), who
explains how childhood trauma, especially neglect, prevents people from experiencing trust. This
loss further impacts the person’s ability to navigate new or unpredictable experiences, participate
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in learning, and create or execute plans. In his book, The Body Keeps the Score (2014), he
explains how trauma impairs the imagination: “Without imagination there is no hope, no chance
to envision a better future, no place to go, no goal to reach” (p. 17). Imagination is what ignites a
person’s ability to consider actions and consequences, set goals, and experience motivation.
Because trauma interferes with so many cognitive and emotional functions required for learning,
it cannot be overlooked in education. In addition, the context of post-secondary learning places
students in a very demanding social, emotional, and cognitive environment that taxes even the
most well-adapted student (Mackay-Neorr, 2019; Visser et al., 2018). When a person with a
traumatic childhood enters into this new and stressful environment, they are likely to experience
strain on their coping mechanisms.
ACEs are prevalent in most populations, including university. The original study found
over half of participants reported at least one adversity (Felitti et al., 1998). In the Canadian
context, Statistics Canada reports that one-third of those surveyed over the age of 15 had
experienced childhood adversity (Burczycka & Conroy, 2017). Cohen et al. (2006) compared
data from four countries and found that almost 40% reported one or two adversities and one-third
reported three or more. In university, the statistics are similar. One American study found that
59% of students reported one or more ACEs and 38% had experienced multiple ACEs (MackayNeorr, 2019). A study of university students in Northern Ireland also found that over half of the
respondents had experienced one or more childhood traumas (McGavock & Spratt, 2014).
Although SPU does not have internal data on ACEs in the student population, this body of
research suggests a likelihood in the range of 30-60%. Considering this prevalence and the
serious implications of trauma on learning, failure to provide trauma-informed support is a
serious gap.
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Approaches to Academic Support
Bacchi and Goodwin (2016) discuss their critical view of policy. They write, “Identity is
not something that is given; it is something that is practiced” (p. 30). In other words, the
institution’s practices or enactments of policy and structure contribute to the participants’
identity. From an interpretivist lens, the university’s narrative of success and failure shapes the
approach to academic support.
A deficit view defines failure as the student’s responsibility. The student struggles
because they lack cognitive ability or because they are lazy or irresponsible (Carter & Daraviras,
2010). Unfortunately, this view has shaped the experience of many marginalized and racialized
students. From this way of thinking, the institution “constructs ‘capability’ as an individual
attribute that members of under-represented groups are presumed to lack” (p. 72). Academic
support that is based on a deficit perspective focuses on filling perceived gaps in student ability
through remediation and services that target a specific learning problem (Sarabia et al., 2021).
An interpretivist view sees success and failure in the cultural context of higher education
in general and the institution specifically. University is a culture with its own norms and
standards that dictate what a person can and cannot do. These practices are in turn shaped by the
traditions of academia. Thus, new students need time to learn how to make sense of the new
environment. Students who conform to the preferred behaviours will be labeled successful, but
those who cannot remain “aliens” (Holmegaard et al., 2017; Tierney, 2008). Understanding
success and failure from this view directs me to a developmental approach to academic support,
one that focuses on the value of each person rather than the skills that are missing. Reframing the
institution’s narrative leads to a more socially just culture that works towards personal value.
Sefalane-Nkohla and Mtonjeni (2019) examined the academic support experiences of students in
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the context of a South African university. They argue that:
Transformation of the way in which [non-traditional] students are perceived by the
academy and are inadvertently positioned in a negative way by the university, can only
occur when responding to the whole student: to what they tell us about their academic
identities in their narratives; to how they represent authority over their work, their
research, and their practice in their writing; and to how they interact with tutors. (p. 4)
This developmental or transformational approach recognizes that the institution has a role to
play, not only in establishing a structure such as The Centre, but in designing support strategies
that recognize each student’s learning journey. It moves away from a “medical” or pathological
view of academic struggle, in which the student is entirely to blame for failure (Avramidis &
Skidmore, 2004).
Ecological theory, developed by Bronfenbrenner (1977) goes further than a
developmental approach to view student learning within the complex interactions of various
systems. Each person is shaped by their physiology in combination with their environment. The
microsystem is the relationship between the person and the immediate environment, such as
family. The mesosystem is the intersection of different social contexts, such as family and
school. The exosystem refers to what is outside the person’s direct experience, such as policies.
The macrosystem is the culture and society, and the chronosystem is made up of the many
transitions that create a person’s experience.
Trauma-informed education recognizes that each participant is constantly negotiating
these systems, and that trauma is a frequent factor in each system (Crosby, 2015; Hickey et al.,
2020). From this perspective, academic support focuses on relationship and trust, being sensitive
to risk readiness, and recognizing student educational experiences of shame (Hickey et al.,
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2020). In other words, ecological theory values each student as an individual who is shaped by
complex life experiences. It resists reducing students to stereotypes, a tendency that can
perpetuate academic barriers and reinforce marginalization (Tierney, 2008).
These different theoretical views of academic failure and support lead me to explore my
problem of practice. Applying the hospitality metaphor, the deficit view is akin to permitting
someone to sit at the table after they have fixed themselves. The host provides the equipment, but
it is the guest’s responsibility to make themselves suitable. The developmental approach is like
the host seeing and caring for the guest but trying to prepare with only partial information.
Ecological theory and trauma-informed education facilitate understanding that each guest is
complex and worthy of a seat at the table even if they sometimes behave in non-conforming
ways. At SPU, the primary narrative is shaped by a deficit view. For example, for students whose
grades drop below 2.0, a probation letter is issued with a list of the requirements for continuing
their studies. Academic support is one of the listed requirements. Thus, many students state that
they see the support as a punishment for their mistakes. Another example from student feedback
is how some students say they do not “need” support because they do not have any “problems.”
These examples illustrate how the deficit mindset infiltrates the institutional practices and the
student experiences.
Guiding Questions
My inquiry into this problem of practice deepens through applying five steps of
hospitality: notice, care, invite, prepare, and provide, as shown in Figure 2. This framework
facilitates several guiding questions. First, I provide an overview of the framework and then
present the questions.
For an act of hospitality to begin, the host (or initiator) must notice the other person. In
other words, the person must be visible, and the initiator must be aware of them (Carlier, 2020).
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Once the host becomes aware of the other, if they do not care about that person’s presence,
nothing will follow. Caring requires the host to begin a relationship with the other (Janzen et al.,
2020). These two steps lead to the act of inviting, which extends the presence of the guest into
the presence of the host (Pyyhtinen, 2020). Next, the host must prepare for the guest’s arrival,
which includes learning about the guest and adapting based on their individual identity. It also
means recognizing that the space will change with the presence of the guest, as the guest
becomes a contributor (Stavo-Debauge, et al., 2018, as cited in Carlier, 2020). For example, the
host will prepare a menu that accommodates the guest’s diet and will thoughtfully prepare the
home and the table. If the guest is left-handed, the host will seat them in a comfortable place.
These preparations change the environment to create welcome. Finally, the host becomes the
provider, serving the guest and paying attention to their needs (Janzen et al., 2020). In this way,
hospitality creates a shift: “hospitality opens up to belonging” (Stavo-Debauge, 2017, as cited in
Carlier, 2020, p. 242). From this framework, the following questions guide my analysis:
Notice
Trauma-informed support starts with awareness: that many students have experienced
childhood trauma and that trauma affects their learning experience (Buffalo Centre for Social
Research, 2022; SAMHSA, 2014). Currently, trauma is invisible in most contexts within SPU.
How can I as a change initiator create awareness of trauma with staff in The Centre and with
other institutional members?
Care and Invite
To move from noticing these students to caring and inviting them into full academic
engagement (Wood, 2014), I need to ask this question: How do SPU’s macro, meso, and micro
contexts influence our interpretation of student success, and how does this interpretation
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influence students’ opportunities to flourish (Brewster, 2019; Zerquera et al., 2018)?
Prepare and Provide
The work of The Centre is to prepare and provide student support. However, provision
that does not flow from preparing is merely cosmetic. Preparing that disregards the identity of
the guest is merely task (Felder et al., 2020). Instead, acts of preparing and providing should be a
response to noticing and caring (Lumby, 2012). In practice, this might include becoming aware
of students who exhibit signs of trauma, responding to them as individuals whose flourishing
matters, designing trauma-informed supports, and connecting students to these supports. These
steps of hospitality align with Starratt’s (1991; 2004; 2005) work on ethics in education in which
he argues that a healthy school is created when the ethic of justice, ethic of critique, and ethic of
care work together. This brings me to the next key question: What change path will lead SPU
staff and faculty to prepare and provide support that is trauma-sensitive and ethical?
Figure 2
Educational Hospitality Metaphor

Note. This infographic is created by the author, M. Dewsbury, 2022. Unpublished.

23
Leadership-Focused Vision for Change
Recognizing and analyzing a problem is important, but it is not enough without a vision
for change. In the next section, I explain my vision and my priorities as a leader for addressing
the problem of practice. I then consider the influence of change drivers on the way forward.
Vision of Institutional Improvement
The future state of academic support should improve alignment with institutional values.
It is true that the current clinical support approach helps some students earn a higher grade, as
evidenced in data reports run each semester by The Centre. I want to acknowledge this positive
outcome and the dedication of all staff in academic support. However, the underlying
assumptions of the clinical approach do not align well with the transformational aspirations of
the institution. Ashmore (2018) describes how a deficit or remedial model aligns with neoliberalism and has a focus on the financial impact of student attrition on the university. While the
role of support in retention cannot be ignored, SPU defines itself as student-focused and growthoriented. Thus, the current support approach is not a strong fit for the university’s values.
In contrast, a trauma-informed view of support focuses on individual transformation
through a healing environment including safety, trust, peer support, agency, and mutuality
(Buffalo Centre for Social Research, 2022; SAMHSA, 2014). This notion of individual and
community wellness is one of SPU’s learning outcomes (SPU, 2015b). In addition, SPU has a
hospitality policy that makes salient the values of equity, diversity, and inclusion for all students
(SPU, 2019). Therefore, academic support that has the individual student as the focus aligns with
the institutional identity.
Another potential improvement to the university might be increased student retention. I
do not mean retention for the sake of institutional financial gain but for the sake of achieving the
university vision of preparing students to be ethical contributors to society. Unfortunately, in
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general, students who struggle academically are sometimes stereotyped (Johnson-Ahorlu, 2013;
Kim & Hargrove, 2013) or marginalized (Holmegaard et al., 2017; Young, 1990; Zerquera et al.,
2018). Literature indicates that many vulnerable students fail out or drop out (Arifin, 2018; Kim
& Hargrove, 2013; Zemack-Rugar et al., 2021).
The Canadian University Survey Consortium (CUSC, 2021) found a correlation between
grades and retention. This trend is also evident at SPU. For example, an analysis of the Fall 2019
retention data suggests that the higher the GPA, the less likely a student will drop out. The
semester data shows that over one quarter of students not re-enrolled had cumulative grades
below C, while 10% had a C average and 5% had a B average (SPU, 2020). This evidence
suggests that academic success as measured by GPA is a strong factor in persistence and thus
retention.
SPU has top rankings in student satisfaction and academic quality, according to national
surveys, such as the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE). However, retention rates
are in the bottom half of national rankings (Canadian Universities, 2018). This indicates that
poor retention is not usually due to student dissatisfaction. As SPU’s retention data suggests, one
differentiating trend is academic thriving. Therefore, a new perspective of student support may
be the key to deflating this problem.
Social Justice and Inclusion
The current approach to learning support unintentionally privileges some students over
others. For example, students who have a strong sense of agency can plan ahead, manage their
time, and take action to make an appointment with the relevant service at The Centre. However,
many students with trauma histories struggle with self-advocacy and tend to avoid or suppress
when faced with challenge (Hagan et al., 2017; Van der Kolk, 2005). They may know that The
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Centre has support available, but they may not access the support because they do not plan
ahead, are too overwhelmed to navigate the booking system, or do not know what service they
need. As Hickey et al. (2020) describe students who have struggled in their earlier school
experiences often bring these experiences of embarrassment and shame into the university
context. Avramidis and Skidmore (2004) assert that it is the institution’s responsibility to remove
these kinds of barriers to support. The work of academic support is therefore inseparable from
the work of inclusion. By critically examining the current approach to support, we can become
aware of inequities.
In higher education, students are privileged to succeed if they have already developed the
preferred academic behaviours and skills through their past educational experiences (Claussen &
Osborne, 2013; Holmegaard et al., 2017). Examples include familiarity with how to use
disciplinary jargon and culturally-preferred rhetorical structures (Claussen & Osborne, 2013),
how to be proactive (Kim & Hargrove, 2013), and how to participate in class and groupwork
(Holmegaard et al., 2017). However, students who have not developed these preferred ways of
being may be further disadvantaged by the system itself through what is known as stereotype
threat (Tierney, 2008). In other words, interpretation of student behaviour as revealed through
use of deficit labels often establishes a bias against student success. For example, some research
of black male students finds that students are less likely to have resilience in learning when
educators perceive them as being lazy or lacking agency or ambition (Johnson-Ahorlu, 2013;
Kim & Hargrove, 2013). Johnson-Ahorlu (2013) argues that academic interventions need to
focus on eliminating the stereotype. Staff in The Centre as well as many of SPU’s faculty often
act from an ethic of care regarding students who struggle. They demonstrate this through seeking
colleagues who can advise on how to help a specific student or demographic, such as
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international students. However, SPU’s clinical approach creates a systemic deficit mindset that
identifies the learning challenge as inherent to the student. In her pivotal work, “Five Faces of
Oppression,” Young (1990) writes that justice is about “institutional conditions necessary for the
development and exercise of individual capacities and collective communication and
cooperation” (p. 39). She argues that failing to step into this responsibility to remove barriers is
oppression. Regarding academic support, a trauma-informed approach recognizes the
institution’s responsibility to create the conditions necessary to shift the narrative of struggling
students. Thus, my leadership vision of change prioritizes social justice and inclusion.
Sensemaking and Reframing
The nature of this change is best described by social cognition, through which leaders
focus their work on reframing (Kezar, 2018). Through a social cognition approach to change, I
highlight sensemaking, which examines how individuals and groups interpret social phenomena
(Weick, 1995). Kezar (2018) asserts that leading sensemaking change prioritizes knowledge
creation and cognitive dissonance. Knowledge creation includes exposure to new research as
well as experience of multiple possible frames (Bolman & Gallos, 2011). In relation to academic
support at SPU, my leadership should prioritize collaborative learning of various support
approaches and theories as well as research of trauma. This new knowledge creates cognitive
dissonance so that individuals become aware of their current assumptions and see the need to rethink. Weick (2016) calls this creating “interruptions” to the institutional norms. In this way, it is
possible for participants to “make new sense of things” (Kezar, 2018, p. 87).
To apply the hospitality metaphor, social cognition challenges the long-held traditions of
whom we tend to see and invite, the motivations behind the invitation, and the preparation of the
menu and the table. For a host to change the table, they need to know that the guests are complex
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individuals who may not fit well at the traditional table. They need to see that there are
alternatives to the standard table setting, and they need to make the change because they care
about their guests. In other words, sensemaking change motivates attitudinal change, not just
cosmetic or isomorphic change (Çalışkan & Gökalp, 2020; Kezar, 2018; Ocasio et al., 2018).
Change Drivers
The need for change in academic support at SPU is driven by meso and micro factors.
First, the President is attempting to shift the institutional focus back to its students, especially to
the personal flourishing of all students. Neo-liberalism has led to a degree of mission drift as the
institution has become more and more focused on recruiting, marketing, and competing. In early
2021, the President unveiled a vision statement that has become a touchstone for many
institutional decisions. The vision states that students will be equipped to engage in the
improvement of society through thought, action, and daily life. This emphasis on empowerment
of students is an internal driver for examining SPU’s academic support.
The second driver of the change itself is the re-opening of The Centre and my own
presence as the new leader. During the pandemic year of online learning in 2020-21, The Centre
shifted to virtual support. The nature of working online makes all interactions intentional and
appointment based. The loss of informal interactions isolated individuals and their service areas,
further cementing the clinical culture of The Centre. At the same time, the senior leadership role
was vacant. Some staff resigned and others joined, resulting in an 18-month period of instability.
When I accepted the leadership role in 2021, I was tasked with reinvigorating The Centre. This
opportunity to start anew has become a driver for change.
Furthermore, the increasing visibility of struggling students is a potential driver to give
the change momentum. With the shift to fully online learning during the pandemic, faculty began
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to notice the number of students who need support. This heightened attention creates a sense of
urgency. It is an example of punctuated equilibrium, which occurs when an issue rises in priority
due to an unforeseen circumstance (Cairney, 2016). The new awareness of how many students
are struggling will drive the change path as long as the momentum is not lost with the return to
in-person learning.
Another driver of the change process is The Centre’s staff, who desire meaningful,
transformative work. The pandemic experience and the leadership instability at The Centre
created a sense of isolation and distrust in resource allocation. Many individuals developed a
protectionist stance in response, trying to prove that their specific service is valuable. Thus, the
work became less and less rewarding. Using principles of servant leadership, I have been
focusing on rebuilding trust and asking each person what they find meaningful. My staff have
shared that they desire work that is transformative rather than task based (The Centre staff,
personal communication, 2021). This climate prepares the way for staff engagement in change.
As Whelan-Berry and Somerville (2010) argue, “Individuals must actually change their values,
attitudes, and behaviours in order for organizational change to be successful” (p. 179). Thus, an
important change driver is the interest from the staff to pursue more meaningful work.
Change Readiness
Rafferty et al. (2013) and Whelan-Berry and Somerville (2010) emphasize that change
influences and is influenced by the institution, the group, and the individual, so in this section, I
analyze SPU’s change readiness accordingly. I recognize both attitudinal and affective
influences. The likelihood of a successful change depends largely on attitude, which Rafferty et
al. (2013) define as judgment drawn from information. The leader, then, must choose
information wisely and communicate it strategically. Affective readiness is just as important
because emotion is a powerful influence on judgment (Rafferty et al., 2013). With these
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principles in mind, I apply the change readiness tool from Cawsey et al. (2016) as the primary
guide to my analysis of SPU, with additions from other scholars.
Institutional Readiness
At the institutional level, Cawsey et al. (2016) argue “[t]hat readiness depends on
previous organizational experiences, managerial support, the organization’s openness to change,
its exposure to disquieting information about the status quo, and the systems promoting or
blocking change in the organization” (p. 102). These factors also reflect the process of
socialization into the culture of an organization (Rafferty et al., 2013). This social construction
process leads to shared sensemaking and co-constructed assumptions (Bacchi & Goodwin,
2016). Therefore, even at the institutional level, change readiness is influenced by cognition.
At SPU, attitudes toward institutional change are a dichotomy. Previous experience has
reinforced change as either top-down and forced upon followers or bottom-up and slow, verging
on impossible. Thus, people are sometimes reluctant to participate in change because they doubt
that anything will ever come of their work (Armenakis & Harris, 2009; Cawsey et al., 2016).
Cawsey et al. (2016) emphasize that this negative institutional experience could be an
impediment. However, to balance this risk, my change initiative is in line with the interests of
my supervisor who is a member of the senior leadership, and student support is an issue of
interest for the current president. Since the current senior leadership prioritizes SPU’s studentfocused education, my change initiative aligns, and for this reason, institutional members are
more likely to hold an optimistic attitude towards its success (Cawsey et al., 2016). In addition,
in 2022, members of SPU have been in dialogue about a new strategic plan, and one of the
board-directed guiding principles in these conversations is how to better equip students. Student
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academic support is certainly a practice of equipping. This alignment with administration and the
board is a positive indication of readiness (Cawsey et al., 2016; Kezar, 2018).
Other categories of the readiness tool provided by Cawsey et al. (2016) score positive
overall. Openness measurements are especially optimistic, including the culture of innovation,
established communication mechanisms, and interest in improving academic support from those
outside leadership, such as staff in The Centre and faculty across the institution. The primary risk
is the presence of “turf protection” (p. 106) from departments that also support students in
various ways outside The Centre.
Cawsey et al. (2016) and Whelan-Berry and Somerville (2010) emphasize the importance
of quantitative measurement in change readiness. At SPU, a recent contentious assessment
process has created fear and launched each department and faculty into the pursuit of data.
Decisions are now driven by how the potential data will shape the next round of assessments.
Thus, where data was sparse in the past, it is now being prepared, which might be both helpful
and harmful to my change path. On the one hand, the new measurements could draw attention to
the need for more investment in academic support. On the other hand, heightened attention to
metrics could create barriers for person-centered transformative change.
Considering the culture of skepticism from previous change experiences at SPU, Rafferty
et al. (2013) emphasize that a positive affective response depends on the work of the change
agent, especially the ability to articulate vision and inspire enthusiasm. With this in mind, if I can
urge a new narrative of academic support, I can better foster affective readiness (Bolman &
Gallos, 2011). If I can draw upon others as co-narrators based on servant leadership principles
(Barbuto & Wheeler, 2006; Hannah, et al., 2014), then I can practice hospitality in the process.
Group Readiness
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The individuals in The Centre also influence one another and build a culture that affects
readiness for change (Rafferty et al., 2013). To increase acceptance of change, Kezar and Eckel
(2002) argue that a leader must attend to the culture’s norms because “major alterations to an
organization usually impact underlying belief systems” (p. 437). They assert that the workplace
and organizational culture influences the process of change leadership, so I turn to an analysis of
the norms and beliefs in the culture of The Centre.
Regarding the readiness category, “Credible Leadership and Change Champions”
(Cawsey et al., 2016, p. 106), due to the instability of leadership in The Centre, there is an
affective climate of distrust by some and caution from others. Many individuals seem to hold to
the belief that although their work matters “on the dance floor,” no one notices them “from the
balcony” (Heifetz, 1994). Staff work hard but are rarely invited to participate in discussions,
committees, or task forces. They are disconnected from the executive leaders. Without
participation in the wider institution, and without involvement in university decision-making,
individuals in The Centre remain isolated from senior administration and from members of the
wider institution. I am deliberately seeking opportunities for individuals to become more
involved in the institution outside The Centre, and it is my hope that this organizational
improvement plan could facilitate growth in the group’s sense of validity (Schein, 2010). This
drive towards healing and validation reflects my servant leadership approach (Barbuto &
Wheeler, 2006).
Cawsey et al. (2016) explain that readiness for change correlates with openness, but the
culture of The Centre measures low in openness. Although The Centre is making progress
towards teamwork, there is still considerable turf protection. Some people tend to stay in their
own offices and rarely interact, even during lunch breaks. At team meetings, some people have
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been reluctant to disclose even encouraging stories of their work. This closed attitude may be a
result of affective contagion, when one person’s emotional response spreads to the whole group
(Rafferty et al., 2013). There seems to be an underlying attitude of reluctance and a shared
emotional culture driven by uncertainty and isolation. However, I am beginning to see
improvements in some categories of openness, according to the tool from Cawsey et al. (2016).
Some members of The Centre are beginning to interact, share ideas, collaborate and innovate.
These are hopeful signs that the group is healing and moving towards readiness for change.
In spite of the challenges, at the group level, the staff at The Centre have strong shared
values and assumptions that align well with the institutional values. Kezar (2018) identifies
shared values as a positive sign of readiness. In numerous conversations and group meetings,
staff have expressed their values of serving others, contributing to transformational learning, and
seeking the good in others. The shared values are a healthy starting point for change.
Individual Readiness
Armenakis et al. (2007) provide a helpful framework from a follower-centric perspective.
The framework includes five beliefs about change: discrepancy, appropriateness, efficacy,
principal support, and valence. The leader’s responsibility is to become aware of and involved in
the construction of these beliefs.
Discrepancy refers to a noticeable gap between present and future states (Armenakis et
al., 2007). Most of the staff in The Centre agree that the current approach to support is
insufficient, and all members of the team value the students. When I started in this leadership
position, I interviewed each person to give them an opportunity to be seen and heard. In each
interview, the person expressed an eager attitude towards helping students and voiced the value
of transformation. When I asked them about the ideal future state in their role, everyone was
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surprised by the question and not yet able to articulate a clear answer. This tells me that the
individuals see the need for change but do not know what that change could be, nor do they have
a clear vision for the future (Cawsey et al., 2016). Thus, the individuals see a gap, which means
the principle of discrepancy is in place.
Appropriacy is the belief that an action or change is relevant to the problem (Armenakis
et al., 2007). Since staff do not know what or how to change the current state, appropriacy is not
yet influential in readiness. However, it will become important later in the change path,
especially in the communication plan.
Efficacy is the belief that it is possible for the organization to carry out a specific change
plan (Armenakis et al., 2007). In other words, it is about trust. As Cawsey et al. (2016) highlight,
if staff have had positive change experiences, they will be more likely to trust in another. The
Centre is still only a few years old and yet in this short time, it has changed in structure, location,
leadership, and resourcing. Thus, members have experienced ongoing change that has been
outside their agency. They desire stability and will benefit from developing trust in my
leadership before they will be ready to invest in another change (Armenakis et al., 2007; Cawsey
et al., 2016).
Cawsey et al. (2016) and Aremenakis et al. (2007) both describe how believing that the
proposed change has support from leadership is a crucial step in readiness. Followers need to
believe that their formal leaders are committed to the change in order to be ready to engage it. In
the context of The Centre, I am still new in my leadership role, but I have been making progress
with improving some long-standing problems. Some staff seem to see me as committed to
improving the issues that are important to them. Regarding university administration, staff at The
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Centre have been kept at a distance and for this reason, there is no foundation for trust in their
commitment. For these reasons, principal support is a belief under development.
Finally, valence refers to the belief that the change will bring personal benefit to the staff
(Armenakis et al., 2007). Since some members of The Centre have expressed a growing
hopefulness in the future of The Centre’s work and are beginning to freely initiate new ideas,
they might be receptive to becoming involved in a new approach to support. If they become
participants in the change process, they will benefit through personal and professional growth.
However, I suspect that some long-term staff may resist if they feel that the work to which they
have contributed is under threat. The need for change can imply that the curriculum or model an
individual has worked hard to establish for The Centre is not sufficient, which leaves that person
feeling rejected (Buller, 2015). From a servant leadership lens, I want to respect and honour
people’s contributions and frame their work as foundational rather than disposable.
Overall, change readiness assessment reveals SPU and The Centre to be in a
developmental stage, wherein readiness is beginning to emerge. For this reason, this
organizational improvement plan prioritizes strategies for healing, validation, and trust-building.
Servant leadership is a fit for this work (Eva et al., 2019).
Conclusion
In this chapter, I have offered an analysis of my institutional context, introduced my
leadership position, and presented my problem of practice. I have framed the problem through
interpretive organizational theory and a social cognition approach to change that emphasizes
sensemaking. I have summarized essential literature on ACEs and academic support. I have
described my vision for change and how my leadership choices will be influenced by change
drivers and readiness factors. As I move into Chapter Two, I continue to apply the hospitality
metaphor to examine possible ways forward, ways that could create a more socially just context

35
for academic flourishing.

36
Chapter Two: Planning and Development
As I begin to answer the guiding questions presented in Chapter One, the concept of
hospitality calls me to question the relationship between the giver and the receiver and between
the receiver and the received (Carlier, 2020). How do I make sense of who I am in this change
process? As the leader, am I entirely in the position of giver, which implies that I have something
that others do not have? What if I also see myself as the receiver, the one who needs the
knowledge and gifts of others? Even more, what if I see myself as the received, a person that
others accept into their space? In addition, the university and its culture can be viewed through
these same questions. These challenging inquiries shape my thinking about how to lead a
paradigm shift in academic support and how to encourage SPU to engage in second-order change
from clinical to trauma-informed academic support.
Leadership Approaches to Change
My first and third guiding questions focus on my own responsibility as a leader to
facilitate awareness of trauma and to identify a change path that will suit the context and lead to
second-order change. Elliot (2015) explains that “do no harm” is a much greater principle than
“doing good.” His second guiding principle is “leadership of learning” (p. 318). Thus, as I
consider how to lead the reframing of SPU’s academic support, I should measure my leadership
choices against these principles. The way I lead the change should avoid harm for all
stakeholders and should unfold the change as an act of learning, in which I, too, am positioned as
a learner.
Leading Purposeful, Second-Order Change
A new way of framing academic support is a purposeful change that affects SPU’s
culture. It is a meaning-making change, a shift in norms, which Kezar (2018) calls second-order.
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It is an intentional, planned change to the essence of an organizational framework or system
towards a specific new direction. In this kind of change, the leader’s role is to facilitate a specific
new interpretation and to “phase out” the previous way of thinking (Bartunek & Moch, 1987).
Sterrett and Richardson (2019) describe second-order change agents as “learning engineers” (p.
227) because their role is to facilitate group learning as the mechanism for change. Second-order
change requires the leader to be relational and engaged in their educational community (Sterrett
& Richardson, 2019), and to focus on trust-building (Kezar, 2018). It is the kind of change that is
suited to servant leadership, which is relational and longitudinal rather than project-based and
performance-driven (Lemoine et al., 2019; Letizia, 2017). At the same time, along the path
towards second-order change, I expect there will be some first-order changes such as
reevaluating the use of appointment-booking as a means for accessing support or rewriting the
communication to students on academic probation.
Buller (2015) lists five types of change leaders: renovators, borrowers, combiners,
planners, and re-definers. Considering my servant leadership approach in the context of secondorder change at SPU, I am best characterized as the last, a re-definer. I want to facilitate inquiry
and rethinking about academic support and to do so through approaching change leadership as an
act of hospitality rather than a job to be done.
Mobilizing Change through Servant Leadership
When a desired change is interpretive, leader-focused orientations are not very effective
(Brown, 2014). More specifically, Buller (2015) explains that a hierarchical culture values fast
decision-making and procedural, structured actions. This orientation does not prioritize
consultation, contributions, strengths and talents, or innovation. Thus, a top-down leadership
approach is well-suited to efficiency-driven change but not to follower-centric change (Brown,
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2014; Buller, 2015). Instead, this kind of change occurs over time through bringing people
alongside, inviting them into participatory inquiry, and facilitating reciprocity (Brown, 2014;
Eva et al., 2019). Such strategies harmonize with servant leadership (Spears, 1995; van
Dierendonck, 2011).
Servant leadership emphasizes action through making room for everyone to contribute
(Greenleaf, 1970/2014). If I value participation and collaboration, I recognize that my knowledge
alone is incomplete, and the knowledge of others contributes to a more complete vision and
direction for change (van Dierendonck, 2011). Members in SPU can become teachers and
learners together, with each person feeling ready to offer their knowledge and strengths rather
than being confined and paralyzed by a specialized role (Gronn, 2010). Servant leadership can
inspire staff at The Centre and other stakeholders to develop a learning orientation through which
we can collectively discover knowledge of ACEs, which is the first and most crucial step away
from clinical support and towards becoming a trauma-informed institution.
Research has consistently found strong positive correlations between servant leadership
and employee well-being. In van Dierendonck’s (2011) literature review of servant leadership,
he identified research findings of positive outcomes, such as high commitment, work
satisfaction, trust, self-actualization, collaboration, and teamwork. Kool and van Dierendonck,
(2012) found that servant leadership aligned with acceptance and commitment to a change
initiative because of the undercurrent of trust and authenticity. Black (2010) found strong
positive correlations between servant leadership and followers’ sense of being valued and
supported as individuals. These studies suggest that a servant leadership approach can mobilize
change through focusing on a caring and supportive environment.
Servant leadership also mobilizes change because it engages hope. When a person
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interprets the institutional culture as unsupportive, when they see that proposals and task force
reports result in nothing but a file in an archive, they grow pessimistic (Buller, 2015). When a
person believes that they lack agency to make change, this contributes to resistance to new
change initiatives (Bandura, 2018). However, servant leadership has been associated with
optimism. Searle and Barbuto (2011) assert that hope is “the degree to which a person can
remain resolute in pursing objectives — or find alternate paths when necessary” (p. 108). Hope,
then, is a variable in a person’s willingness to participate in rethinking.
Trauma-Informed Leadership
Since my problem of practice highlights SPU’s lack of trauma awareness, my leadership
of the solution can be strengthened if I model a trauma-informed approach. Trauma-informed
leadership is a close fit with servant leadership, which values emotional work and the need for
healing. In their study, Barbuto and Wheeler (2006) found that leaders who concentrated on
creating safety for people to express themselves also facilitated the growth of trust, ultimately
building a team of people who likewise focused on serving others. Other servant leadership
scholars also found that servant leaders tend to exhibit two key trauma-informed attitudes: they
recognize that people have experienced trauma, and they accept their own opportunity to
participate in healing (Lemoine et al., 2019; Spears, 1995).
Trauma-informed leadership is a new leadership categorization with a growing body of
foundational scholarship. The underlying principle of trauma-informed leadership is awareness
of the presence of trauma in many people’s experiences and the long-lasting impact of trauma on
learning behaviour. In other words, a trauma-informed leader sets aside the dominant narrative of
behavioural labels, such as “inefficient” or “uncooperative.” They re-interpret the narrative as a
trauma story, which equips them to respond with healing actions rather than authority and
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correction (Allen, et al., 2020; Kezar & Fries-Britt, 2020; Stokes & Brunzell, 2019). The traumainformed leader also acknowledges that “healing systems are the result of an organization’s shift
from being trauma-inducing to trauma-informed. This includes being socially and racially just”
(Reddam & Azevedo, 2019, pp. 8-9).
Institutional culture can be traumatizing for some people. Their prior experiences may
have shaped their interpretation of whether they belong and of what they can and cannot do in
that context (Holmegaard et al., 2017; Lumby, 2012). In my leadership context at SPU, traumainformed leadership is essential to my proposed change because it models the focus of the
change while also acknowledging that some of the change participants have trauma backgrounds.
When I invite people to research and discuss our academic support approach, this dialogue
requires risk readiness and trust (Eller & Eller, 2019; Türk-Kurtça & Kocatürk, 2020). For
people with trauma backgrounds, I must focus on their sense of safety through connection before
they feel ready to fully engage in the conversation (Reddam & Azevedo, 2019).
Framework for Leading the Change Process
My third guiding question in Chapter One seeks the link between the most appropriate
change framework and the eventual outcome of the change, so I now turn my attention to
analyzing possible frameworks. Scholarship is abundant in examining how and why change fails.
Kezar (2018) says that failure arises from misunderstanding and oversimplifying the change
process. Furthermore, she says that leaders sometimes ignore the importance of context and
readiness and fail to develop a robust research base for the change initiative. Whelan-Berry and
Somerville (2010) describe failure due to the distractions of daily operations and competition of
other initiatives. Bolman and Gallos (2011) view failure embedded in blindness to complexity,
especially when leaders “see a limited or inaccurate picture – miss important cues and clues in
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their environment” (p. 9). Buller (2015) asserts that failure is often due to trying to change the
organizational structure right away rather than first changing the culture. He also describes how
stakeholders are often reluctant to commit to another person’s visionary plan. Cuban (1990)
argues that change fails because of faulty diagnoses of the problem and mismatched solutions.
By applying interpretivism and social cognition, I realize that these pitfalls are often rooted in
sensemaking, which refers to the human need to interpret or find meaning in events or
phenomena (Ancona, 2012; Weick, 1995). Thus, I seek a change framework that will help
participants make new sense of the work of academic support. I explore models proposed by
Kotter, Kübler-Ross, and Cawsey as potential frameworks.
Kotter’s Model
Kotter’s well-known 8-step model for change (Kotter, 2011) may be effective for a firstorder change, such as introducing a new form of technology or establishing a new workflow or
improving an academic advising process. Kotter’s ideas focus on the completion of an activity or
a project rather than the gradual movement of reframing. This model also assumes a rationalist
approach: that change is linear, that a problem can be solved, and that there is an agreed-upon
destination (Bacchi & Goodwin, 2016; Buller, 2015). Kotter’s framework is attractive because it
makes the actions of a leader concrete. However, it ignores the influence of assumptions and
interpretation. It is leader-centric rather than follower-centric, so it establishes the leader as
“giver” and the follower as “receiver.” In addition, Kotter’s model reveals a scientific
management approach to change in that it emphasizes the actions of the leader and does not
recognize the influence of context (Buller, 2015). This differs from my chosen social cognition
approach which is highly contextual and recognizes the role of all participants in the creation of
meaning. Thus, a framework that is primarily cognitive and rationalist ignores the complexity of
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individual, group, and organizational experience and does not align well with my theoretical
foundation.
Kübler-Ross Model
On the other end of the rational-affect dimension, the Kübler-Ross model applies the
stages of grief and loss to the process of organizational change: denial, anger, bargaining,
depression, and acceptance. It focuses the work of the leader on navigating these stages until the
followers eventually reach acceptance (Buller, 2015). I agree that many people struggle during
change because they experience a form of grief related to losing what has become familiar, even
if it is not healthy. Losses include work patterns, professional face, power, and legitimacy of
expertise (Zell, 2003). Although change as grief is an interesting perspective, in my proposed
change at SPU, I do not envision significant grief because the change will not likely threaten
roles or daily routines.
Maurer (2010) writes a brief tongue-in-cheek editorial critiquing this framework. He
argues that there is neither a research basis for the original work itself nor for its application to
organizational change. In addition, he disparages the assumptions behind this construct of
change, specifically that the leader is benevolent and knows best, and that the followers are
victims who will in time see the leader’s wisdom. Maurer seems to dismiss the emotional
economy of an organization. I disagree. As I see it, this model focuses on the experiences of the
followers and draws the leader’s attention to the emotional context of change. It emphasizes the
receivers of change, but it still seems to place the leader in the giver role.
Friedrich and Wüstenhagen (2017) also point out the insufficient research regarding
emotions in organizational decision-making. However, instead of dismissing this concept, they
see the gap as an opportunity for inquiry and extend the conversation to a study of “the grieving
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leader.” To explain further, the leader’s interpretation of a problem or solution is influenced by
emotion. Drawing on their literature review of psychosocial explorations of emotion in decisionmaking, the authors discuss how each stage of grief affects what the leader can and cannot do.
Thus, Friedrich and Wüstenhagen (2017) interpret the leader as the giver but see the leader as a
co-participant.
Looking at the Kübler-Ross model in higher education, Zell (2003) also places the leader
alongside followers. In Zell’s study, she collected the responses of 40 professors during a
significant curricular change in one university’s physics department. She found that many of the
participants experienced the five stages of grief. In such times of grief, the leader must be willing
“to assume a ‘stance of inquiry’ (an openness to reconstructing one’s view of life), as well as a
willingness to risk and actively experience failure, disappointment, and pain” (p. 91). In other
words, the leader must be willing to value and participate in emotional labour along with the
followers. It seems unlikely that most stakeholders in a university department would be ready to
enter such a vulnerable state. Although the Kübler-Ross model validates the role of emotion in
change management and honours the well-being of followers, as a change framework to structure
my initiative, it does not fit my problem of practice in the context of SPU.
Chosen Framework: The Change Path Model
The change path model (Cawsey et al., 2016) arises from a culmination of the history and
professional experience of change leadership. It draws on the best aspects of models such as
Kotter and Kübler-Ross, giving it a robust research base. This framework combines practical
leadership actions with a recognition of the experiences of the recipients and the emotional work
involved in change. Thus, it aligns well with servant leadership and trauma-informed leadership.
Although the authors construct this model from their critical review of other frameworks and
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theories, unlike Kotter’s 8-step model and the Kübler-Ross model, there is minimal literature
regarding its application in real organizational change. In this sense, my application of this model
relies on the expertise and credibility of Cawsey and his colleagues rather than on demonstrated
success.
The change path model provides structure for change while also recognizing that change
leadership cannot be prescribed or rigid. In this framework, assumptions include the influence of
organizational context, the active role of the leader, the value of inviting participation, and the
emotional responses of the followers (Cawsey et al., 2016). These assumptions align with the
theoretical foundations of this organizational improvement plan: interpretivism, social cognition,
and servant leadership.
At the awakening stage, the change path model assumes that change leadership is both
complex and contextual, so my focus as a leader is on making sense of the organizational context
of SPU. Without consideration of the external and institutional culture and systems, this change
is unlikely to succeed. My long history at SPU and my extensive involvement in many previous
change initiatives equip me for thorough work at the awakening stage. However, as a newcomer
to The Centre, I need to position myself as a learner of the micro context and culture.
In the mobilization stage, participants contribute to a shared understanding of the problem
and bring the problem and vision for change into dialogue. During this stage, my own actions
should be listening and gathering together the contributions so that the participants discover
urgency. At the same time, I can draw on the institutional analysis to determine what existing
systems or structures provide a solid foundation for the change (Cawsey et al., 2016). For
instance, SPU has a long-established process for alerting key people when a student is in crisis.
This could be a starting place for recognizing the influence of trauma. Because the reframing of
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academic support is a cognitive change, the learning orientation of this mobilization stage is
fitting.
Stage three is acceleration, when active implementation begins. The change path model
emphasizes the significance of drawing on and validating the expertise and strengths of others
throughout implementation (Cawsey et al., 2016). This fits with servant and trauma-informed
leadership. Thus, during acceleration, I should have a facilitator role to encourage participants to
pause, re-analyze, consult others, seek more research, and make adaptations. I should also have a
participant role as a co-learner. Together we will study how trauma-informed support and other
related support philosophies have been designed and implemented in other educational contexts,
and from this, we will begin to build a plan for SPU. In this change plan, I anticipate a slow
movement through this stage because changing a way of thinking especially in higher education
is also changing a culture (Gray Wilson, 2010; Kezar, 2018).
The final stage of the Change Path Model, institutionalization, occurs when the desired
state is reached. I do not want to get distracted by outputs, such as the completion of a proposal
and recommendations or the launch of a new structure. Perrault et al. (2018) explain, “While
these outputs are objectives in that they are specific, attainable, and measurable, they lack the
measurement of a greater societal impact” (p. 571). An outcome is how people apply and
respond to the change (Brown, 2014). Therefore, part of institutionalization will be to assess
whether people are applying the new way of thinking and whether they experience positive
emotions. Beyond outcome, the kind of change I propose is about impacts, which are the
enduring changes in the larger social context (Bodem-Schrötgens & Becker, 2020). Ultimately, I
hope that a trauma-informed lens will bring improvement to the culture of SPU and to the
students in their personal learning journey.
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The change path model demonstrates improvement science, which recognizes both
rational and relational contributions (Hawkins & Hinnart-Crawford, 2020; Langley et al., 2009).
On the one hand, it acknowledges the value of making research-informed, analytical predictions
of improvement. On the other hand, it also values the input of stakeholders and questions who is
involved and who is impacted by the problem, process, and solution. This complex thinking is
“profound knowledge” (Langley et al., 2009; Lewis, 2015), and this aligns with the interpretive
and social cognitive lens of this study. As an improvement science model, the change path also
emphasizes change not as a singular outcome but as a long-term learning orientation in the
organization (Lewis, 2015). In other words, this model for leading change is invitational and
hospitable, which is well-suited for leading second-order planned change (Gray Wilson, 2010).
Critical Organizational Analysis
The second guiding question presented in Chapter One queries the influence of the
institutional context and culture on our interpretations of academic success. To respond to this
question, I employ the interpretivist enacted environment framework as described by Tierney
(1987). In contrast to the descriptive data-driven analysis of the objectivist, the interpretivist sees
the university as a dynamic environment defined by those who inhabit it. The framework
includes four categories: “(1) find internal contradictions, (2) clarify the identity of the
institution, (3) act on multiple, changing fronts, and (4) communicate” (p. 68). These categories
are neither sequential nor hierarchical. As a leader, I can apply these ways of thinking to discover
what is working well and what might need to change at SPU and especially at The Centre.
Internal Contradictions
A contradiction or inconsistency between the institutional claims and the enacted reality
suggests that past changes were not coherently applied or that a desired state has not been
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achieved. Tierney (1987) hypothesizes that institutions often ignore these kinds of contradictions
and instead highlight their preferred but inaccurate narrative.
At SPU, there is moderate consistency regarding diverse experiences of learning.
Institutional documents, such as the approved learning outcomes (SPU, 2015) emphasize holistic
learning. The liberal arts core highlights the institutional prioritization of diverse epistemologies
(SPU, 2018a). In addition, the design of the core courses includes choice, which honours student
agency and attempts to reduce barriers (SAMHSA, 2014). Thus, the curricular underpinnings
respect and celebrate different forms of learning and different ways of engaging.
However, the “Academic Calendar” does not mention academic support, and its only
mention of academic success is to enforce course prerequisites and achieve a 2.0 GPA. There is
no mention of academic flourishing and no recognition of diverse learning experiences (SPU,
2021b). I acknowledge the purpose of this document as a formal statement of academic
programs, policies, and procedures. However, I also note the silence regarding diverse learning
and academic support. This silence is a contradiction to the preferred narrative that is told by
recruiters, which emphasizes the university’s diverse and supportive environment and a promise
of personal transformation.
At the micro level of The Centre, there is an internal contradiction about collaboration. In
the initial design document for The Centre, collaboration is the first described characteristic
(SPU, 2015b). In informal staff communication such as word clouds created during staff
meetings, descriptions of The Centre also highlight the word “collaborative.” However, daily
enacted behaviour indicates otherwise. Although members of the team communicate with one
another, there has been little evidence of collaborative thinking, planning, or projects. Each
person stays in their own workspace, and unless I seek them out, I will not see most team
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members throughout the day. As discussed in Chapter One, an underpinning of The Centre is a
culture of protectionism that makes collaboration seem a threat. Black (2015) highlights how the
nature of higher education, with its tendency for highly specialized expertise, creates a barrier to
collaboration. This is one way to interpret the contradiction of collaboration. Since each person is
focused on their own area of expertise and on protecting themselves, the segregated service
model of academic support perpetuates.
To sum up this analysis of contradictions, there are gaps between the institutional
aspirations and the enactment of them. The solution should take into consideration the need to
bring academic support into institutional dialogue in the context of SPU’s vision and learning
outcomes. It should also promote collaboration among staff in The Centre as a strategy towards
examining what is working well, what we can expand, and what we can redesign from a trauma
lens.
Identity
According to Tierney (1987), an institution’s identity emerges from multiple influences
including the mission statement, the institutional history, the presence of influential participants,
the alignment of values with structure, and the use of resources. Identity provides a baseline for
behaviour, belongingness, and decision-making. In addition, “[a] dynamic sense of identity
allows the institution to choose and reject choices thrust on it by the environment” (p.70). In
other words, identity is like a compass, orienting decisions, and ordering priorities.
As a faith-based liberal arts university, SPU has a distinctive identity. This creates a
tension because of the demands of the neo-liberal climate of higher education. Although SPU
celebrates its distinction, competition and marketization mean that leaders can be pulled away
from the desired identity by fiscal survival (Rine et al., 2021). Tierney would say that this is an
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objectivist response: that the institution is at the mercy of the environment’s pull factors. From
an enacted environment perspective, organizations can determine their own identity through
interpretation and meaning-making. Thus, SPU can maintain its distinctive identity by
interpreting its priority characteristics. If I apply this perspective to SPU, the best solution to the
problem of practice should appeal to the preferred identity.
The mission statement of SPU situates the university as the primary actor, with the
responsibility to shape the students. The expectation is that through their experiences at SPU,
students will develop leadership qualities that align with their faith, that equip them to serve the
social good, and that direct their purpose. The vision statement focuses on transformation of
students’ minds, actions, and lived experiences (SPU, n.d.). In addition, web-based marketing
materials emphasize the role of faith integration in the learning process. Other institutional
documents communicate shared beliefs and values, and faculty and staff conversations reiterate
the President’s call to be student-focused in all decisions. These reflections of identity combine
with the historical narrative of the institution, especially the calling to create a faith-based highquality education. In fact, SPU identifies strongly with top external rankings that validate the
academic quality and expertise of the faculty.
Looking at this constructed identity, I notice the absence of both academic support and
the recognition of learning variations. These characteristics are buried, which manifests in the
structure and resourcing. Although the creation of The Centre has moved academic support
slightly forward, the work of The Centre and its presence in the institutional identity is still
peripheral. It has minimal integration into academic and curricular life, and its resourcing has not
expanded in spite of expectations to meet the needs of more and more students. Thus, the
solution to the problem of practice should consider the need to improve the perspective and
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position of support as an alignment with SPU’s identity.
Complex Critical Thinking
In an enacted environment, complex critical thinking precedes actions. Cognitive tasks
might include considering multiple possible solutions, recognizing when an embedded practice
has become a problem, being conscious of consequences present and future, and recognizing the
interaction of a proposed change with institutional values (Tierney, 1987). Change leaders
actively engage in such thinking, and servant leaders do so as a moral responsibility towards the
betterment of the people who will participate in change (Eva et al., 2019).
SPU’s current framing of academic support, success, and failure is embedded in practice.
Although some people recognize that SPU’s current model of support needs improvement, SPU
has not examined the layers of the problem. For example, a service-based support model checks
the box for the institution, and this allows staff and faculty to separate themselves from the
problem. If staff and faculty see the problem as someone else’s, they do not need to participate in
solving it (Zerquera et al., 2018). Tierney (2003) asserts that when we, members of academia,
reject our role in learning support, we are like “academic Pontius Pilates, washing our collective
hands of responsibility” (p. 4). Avramidis and Skidmore (2004) concur. They argue that
academic support should not be siloed, but to change this, institutional and systemic change has
to occur. Thus, the solution to my problem of practice should invite participants from across the
institution in order to highlight how support is everyone’s responsibility.
Communication
In Tierney’s (1987) framework, he explains that actors in the organization interpret
meaning from spoken and written communication but also from observations of and immersion
in daily experiences, action, and events. This takes me back to the hospitality metaphor. If the
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same group of people are always invited to the meal, then many others are never invited, and
their voices are never heard, neither are their perspectives considered. The host continues to be
oblivious to other ways of thinking. The dominant communication emerges from the invited
group, and this cycle sustains that narrative.
Young (1990) writes of the institutional participation in oppression. She describes “how
the dominant meanings of a society render the particular perspective of one’s own [nontraditional] group invisible at the same time as they stereotype one’s group and mark it out as the
Other” (pp. 58-9). In other words, when the dominant group forms the communication, they form
a “dominant meaning,” and this meaning pushes others out through dismissing their very
presence or through reducing them to a stereotype. This dominant pattern appears in many parts
of SPU. Many of the same individuals are present at multiple tables because the practice has
been to seek representatives from each department. As a result, the deans, chairs, and department
leaders govern most conversations. It is not yet a common practice to seek diverse participation
that differs from departmental representation (Gronn, 2010).
From their literature review, Buenestado-Fernandez et al. (2019) forward their “Index for
Inclusion” (p. 5), which includes eight categories. If I apply these categories to SPU, I find many
gaps. The mission statement does not recognize diversity or inclusion in any way. There is no
governance of equity, diversity, and inclusion (EDI), nor is this recognized in the current
strategic plan. The organizational culture recognizes diversity in a cosmetic way that can be
leveraged for marketing. There are inclusion initiatives in the grassroots but there is no mention
in SPU’s public or internal communication, nor has there been a noticeable research presence in
EDI. There are some student-initiated clubs and support groups, but these groups are rarely
invited into institutional conversations. Events honour students who have measured up to the
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definition of success, as measured by GPA, but there have been no events to highlight divergent
learning journeys. Finally, although some faculty respect learning preferences by offering
assessment options, professional development attention to universal design is only beginning. To
date, there has not been any discussion of trauma. Therefore, at SPU, the communication through
word and action enacts a culture that does not invite non-traditional actors into the conversation.
This change plan will aim to address this problem by intentionally inviting diverse participants
and valuing lived experience.
To sum up, the institutional gaps exist because the responsibility for academic support
has been labelled the work of The Centre, but The Centre and those who work there are isolated
from the rest of the university. Academic support is not well-integrated into the culture of
learning but set up as a collection of services. It targets students who are deficit in some way,
such as those with low GPAs or disabilities. Although the discourse of SPU declares the value of
equipping students and being student-focused, the isolation of support and the lack of critical
thinking about it communicate otherwise. An unintended consequence of these gaps may be the
creation of barriers for some students. Avramidis and Skidmore (2004) explain,
Rather than locating the discussion around ‘learning support’ within a student services
arena, we would suggest that the challenge of removing barriers in relation to learning
requires a significant reform of institutional practices and the creation of conditions
conducive to the learning of all students. (p. 66)
With this in mind, I turn to some possible solutions for leading “significant reform” and initiating
conditions for improved academic support.
Solutions to Address the Problem of Practice
The enacted environment framework highlights the institutional context and provides a
tool to analyze three potential solutions. In the following analysis, I examine each solution for
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how it might address the gaps as identified in the institutional analysis. I also consider resource
implications and conclude with a metaphor of hospitality for each solution. Table 1 summarizes
the solutions and my analysis.
Reframing through Structure
At SPU, academic support has been centralized through the creation of The Centre. The
decision to centralize was made with little attention to leadership or resourcing, and so The
Centre has become confined in and by its current structure: a collection of mostly siloed services
that share a physical space. Institutional theory draws attention to legitimacy, that an institutional
field or structure earns a rightful place in the academy. The assigned legitimacy is reinforced
through resourcing (Austin & Jones, 2015). This theory sheds light on the problem of practice
and suggests a solution. Since The Centre has low legitimacy and resourcing, the staff have
maintained a protectionist stance. They view their work as a service that needs to be sold to
students. Staff delineate their work to defend it, and as many staff members have told me, they
have not felt empowered to contribute or collaborate beyond the daily tasks of their role. Perhaps
the current structure of the Centre has a role in reinforcing territorialism and disempowerment.
Thus, it might be possible to break the pattern by disrupting the structure.
Structural changes include re-organizing the division of labour, adding new programs or
services, redistributing leadership, and creating new work routines and practices. Structural
change risks negative emotions and interpersonal tensions because people may feel that they
have little control over decisions. Even if the leader seeks preferences from each person, it is
nearly impossible to please everyone (Rosenburg, 2018).
At SPU, this solution would include disassembling the current service division of The
Centre so that there is only one large support team, with each person contributing from their
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individual strengths, educational backgrounds, and expertise rather than the label of a specific
service (Gronn, 2010). This more flexible team would still ensure that students could experience
support from experts, but these experts could be free to support students in multiple ways rather
than being confined to a single service. For instance, an academic advisor could help a student
choose a healthy course load but could also coach that student in reducing exam stress. This
relational approach is a key element of trauma-informed education (Biddle & Brown, 2020;
Reddam & Azevedo, 2019). Furthermore, a more flexible support team might expand the
credibility of academic support through partnering with profesisors in each school and faculty.
This expanded network would then facilitate a wider institutional trauma-informed perspective
(Myers et al., 2019). A change in work routines and interactions would introduce people to new
ways of thinking (Salisbury, 2020). I could add a new leader with expertise in trauma to support
this work, or I could set up a new program that specializes in support for students with ACE
backgrounds.
Applying the enacted environment framework to this solution, I see some strengths. For
example, a change in structure has the potential to clearly publicize the shift in academic support,
making the change more salient. This addresses the internal contradictions. However, an
emphasis on structure risks reinforcing the service-based model and the gap in collaboration.
Structural change may not lead to improvement if it does not facilitate attitudinal and
behavioural changes at the individual level (Whelan-Berry & Somerville, 2010). Meyers et al.
(2019) describe their study of a second-order change in the US public school context. They argue
that when an educational problem is institutionalized, it cannot be quickly solved by adding a
service or a new program. This change might help but only on the surface. This reinforces
Kezar’s (2018) assertion that structural changes, especially adding on new programs, tend to
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cover up the real issues. In this way, a structural change may not solve the gap in identity
because structural changes are less likely to impact wider institutional meaning.
It is possible that a structural shift could bring about a new narrative, but again, this
change is likely limited in scope. Through the process of considering the current and preferred
future structure, participants would have the opportunity to question assumptions and engage
new ways of thinking. If the structural change were to include partnerships with faculty and other
areas of SPU, it could contribute to changing the way the environment communicates messages
of support and academic thriving. However, I do not have the agency to change multiple
structures within the institution, so realistically, this solution would likely focus on the micro
level.
Considering resource needs, a structural change might require funding for additional
positions, space and financial resources. Although options such as partnering with other SPU
stakeholders would not require funding, my experience has shown me that most restructuring
incurs costs, both human and financial. For example, hiring a leader to focus on trauma would
require an additional salary as well as additional office space and equipment.
In terms of hospitality, a structural solution is like a “dinner theatre.” The party is
publicly promoted, but the guest list is limited. The event itself is prepared in advance, with all
aspects orchestrated via structured roles. The level of involvement of each participant is
controlled by the host, and the experience only influences the direct participants and those they
choose to tell. Therefore, a restructuring is not the best solution because it promotes appearance
of change without deeper change while at the same time incurring significant resource costs.
Reframing through Governance
The next possible solution to reframe academic support is to influence change through
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governance. Austin and Jones (2015) define governance as a meaning-making system, “the
means by which order is created in the academy to achieve the goals/missions of education,
researching, and providing service to multiple publics” (p. 2). If governance has the job of
creating order for the purpose of fulfilling the mission, then governance could create a new order
for academic support.
Currently, academic support is invisible in SPU’s formal decision-making bodies. There
is no representation on Senate or on any sub-committees of Senate. There is no committee of
institutional stakeholders to plan, vet, and guide decisions related to academic support. Without
representation in governance, there is no legitimacy for the work of The Centre (Ausin & Jones,
2015). Therefore, perhaps formal representation in governance could bolster the position of
academic support in SPU and position a trauma-informed change within the broader university
culture.
Due to loose coupling, SPU’s various offices and departments make decisions
independent of one another (Sultana, 2012), and some of these decisions place increasing
demands on The Centre to provide support. For instance, admission policies and athletic
recruitment practices now invite more non-traditional students who may need trauma-informed
learning support. Therefore, situating academic support within the decision-making bodies could
improve communication and spread a trauma-informed perspective. However, Tamtik and
Guenter (2019) point out that many committees fail to consult and draw upon the experiences of
the people they seek to support. Thus, a governance response may be more easily said than done.
This solution has potential to increase the profile of academic support through
governance and to create institutional attention in decision-making and resourcing. In terms of
repairing gaps between what SPU says and does, governance can create a public emphasis and
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improve prioritization for actions (Tamtik & Guenter, 2019). However, in SPU, there is a culture
of skepticism that questions whether outputs (such as reports and recommendations) will ever
become outcomes (Brown, 2014). Governance can address the gaps to a certain extent through
bringing people together to exchange their perspectives. However, if the participants are the
same people present at other tables, critical thinking is limited. The effectiveness may depend
upon inviting non-traditional participants who can contribute new ways of knowing and thinking,
but only if those who traditionally hold power are willing to share power with newcomers (Botas
& Huisman, 2012; Dua & Bhanji, 2017). Moreover, because structures such as Senate and
committees are highly formalized, critical thinking is controlled through rules and normative
practices. Whether governance is an effective solution depends in part on how social capital is
distributed among actors and whether trust is a central condition (Tierney, 2003).
From a resource perspective, a governance change would not require additional positions,
equipment, office space, or other costs. However, it would require investments of time and
knowledge. In higher education, these costs are calculated in workload points, which have an
economy of their own for dean and faculty negotiations. In a small institution such as SPU,
service workload points are already controversial.
As a metaphor, a governance change is like the “fanju,” a Chinese business practice
translated as “a meal with a purpose” (Q. Liang, personal communication, November 21, 2021).
The meal is not a secret, but it is not an open invitation, and only select people are invited. All
participants know that they are invited for the purpose of achieving an outcome that may or may
not be mutually beneficial. Power shapes the norms and rules. Change is accomplished, but it
may not be in everyone’s favour. Thus, although I should not ignore the gap in governance
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regarding academic support, as a solution to the problem of practice, it does not align well with
my theoretical foundations.
Reframing through a Learning Orientation
When seeking second-order change from an interpretive lens, the most effective solution
is to facilitate social learning that explores and ignites new ways of thinking (Sterrett &
Richardson, 2019). This level of learning asks participants to engage in new sensemaking
through employing new discourse and applying new concepts (Munati et al., 2017). Reframing
cannot be top-down mandated change (Brown, 2014). On the contrary, for individuals to engage
in and ultimately accept a new way of thinking, the change requires “repeated, ongoing, and
inclusive efforts” (Kezar, 2018, p. 87). In other words, second-order change occurs through
social processes that are also effortful.
According to Weick (1995), this kind of change requires structured cues to prompt people
to examine assumptions. Salisbury (2020) provides an excellent example of this. The study
presents the need for teachers to reframe their pedagogy to create inclusion for marginalized
students. Salisbury claims that change occurs through teacher knowledge development,
reflection, and recognition of privilege. In terms of leadership, Salisbury’s research highlights
“intentionally designing organizational routines and artifacts that shape the social interactions of
teachers” (p.129). Therefore, exposure to knowledge activities with new people brings about
shifts in sensemaking. In the context of SPU, the solution I propose involves three interrelated
strategies to facilitate organizational learning: establish a community of practice, participate in
narrative inquiry, and engage in reverse mentoring. All of these strategies can unfold while The
Centre continues to provide academic support. Unlike a solution through restructuring or
governance changes, this solution can begin to inform support practice in a gradual way without
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disruption to the staff or students and without increased demand for human or financial
resources.
Community of Practice
First, a community of practice (CoP) suits the problem, theoretical underpinnings,
leadership approach, and proposed change leadership framework. A CoP is defined as a
purposeful gathering of people to engage in co-learning from multiple perspectives, recognizing
each person’s contributions. It is built on reciprocity, which foregrounds social cognition and
mobilizes knowledge (Su et al., 2021). Thus, a CoP is interpretive, social, collaborative, and
growth oriented. It is collegial rather than hierarchical (Groff, 2020), and it values the place of
emotion and reflection in the learning process (Jakovljevic & Da Veiga, 2020). These values
align with servant and trauma-informed leadership approaches. A CoP is also a change-focused
initiative without being a task or project-focused direction (Jakovljevic & Da Veiga, 2020), so it
suits my problem of practice and second-order change. However, according to Wenger (1998), a
CoP is not just participation. It moves ideas into reification, or the creation of artifacts, which in
this proposed CoP might include academic support processes, teaching practices, partnerships,
and individualized learning plans. Finally, a CoP facilitates co-construction of identity, which
situates the change in collaborative meaning-making (Annala & Mäkinen, 2017).
Wenger’s (1998) definition of a CoP emphasizes three characteristics: domain,
community, and practice. As a solution to my problem of practice, the CoP includes the domain
of ACEs and academic support theory, especially trauma-informed support. The community
includes staff in The Centre as well as staff in other departments, faculty, students, and parents.
Because all participants can contribute their lived experiences, disciplinary knowledge, and
diverse perspectives, the CoP can create rich learning (Fear et al., 2002; Gurbutt & Cragg, 2019).
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The practice includes specific learning behaviours, such as participation in reverse mentoring
and listening to narratives.
Narrative Inquiry
Narrative inquiry can be a powerful strategy for learning in the CoP. Welton et al. (2018)
endorse the value of first applying a critical lens to our dominant narratives and then listening to
counter-narratives from the voices that are often unheard. This cognitive work requires
participants to recognize themselves in the narrative and to be willing to take responsibility for
their part. From a meta-analysis of 60 articles, Miller et al. (2020) found that critical narratives
give space for people to speak for themselves and thus work towards justice. However, they
warn against inaction: “Counter-narrative can affect change in the educational system, but only if
the sharing and analysis … form the basis for transformative action” (p. 284). For example,
Meyers et al. (2019) report on the effectiveness of influencing decision-makers through story
rather than data. As they explain, data is both familiar and rational, while story is a more novel
form of engagement that values emotion. Dua and Bhanji (2017) also forward the value of story,
including literature and drama, as a means to expose people to new interpretations of reality.
Thus, narrative could be a valuable practice in the CoP and an impetus for second-order change.
Reverse Mentoring
Mentoring is a relational practice that facilitates learning through participating in another
person’s meaning-making. The mentor is positioned as the one whose experience and knowledge
is valued (Clarke et al., 2019). In reverse mentoring, the person who is normally subordinate
steps into the position of mentor while the person who is in a leadership position becomes the
listener. This method of learning aligns with servant leadership because, just as servant
leadership flips the power model, reverse mentoring results in “the abolition of the mentorship
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model as an apprenticeship or hierarchy” (p. 694). In addition, the experience of reverse
mentoring facilitates deep understanding through social cognition and could inform reframing. It
does so by honouring a person’s experiential knowledge rather than focusing on their deficits
(Zauchner-Studnicka, 2017). In the context of this organizational improvement plan, students
with trauma backgrounds can become mentors for myself and others in the community of
practice.
Evaluating the Chosen Solution
Applying the enacted environment, I see many strengths in applying a learning
orientation as a solution. First, although it is more subtle than other solutions, it is entirely social
and collaborative, which is required to change sensemaking (Weick, 1995). Of the three possible
solutions, the learning organization has the most potential to address narrative inconsistencies at
SPU because the process of learning and shifting is contextual. Although transformation of the
institutional identity gaps will be slow, a learning community can shift the narrative until it
becomes a new shared norm (Munati et al., 2017). In terms of complex thinking, a CoP can
engage diverse participants interactively to apply multiple frames to academic support and the
impact of ACEs. Finally, the inclusive and open nature of a CoP communicates an important
message about diverse learning and has the potential to model a trauma-informed perspective,
such as the development of trust and safety and the value of relationship. Output, such as
collaborative papers, presentations, instructional models, practices, and re-designed physical
spaces can lead to outcomes, namely, an improved academic support design. Even more, this
solution can create an impact if it leads to a trauma-informed institutional identity and personal
flourishing for students. However, the drawbacks to this solution are the slow pace of change and
the risk of not gaining traction or notice at the organizational level. In addition, as Kezar (2018)
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highlights, the learning organization tends towards idealism, so I must acknowledge the pressure
of power and territorialism that are likely to impede change at times, especially as the work of
the CoP moves from initial learning into change actions.
Considering resource needs, I see no demands for new positions, workload changes,
space, technology, or operational funding. At SPU, there are tight budget constraints resulting
from loss of tuition revenue during the COVID-19 pandemic. Thus, a solution with minimal
expenses will be more likely to succeed than other solutions. Since participants join voluntarily,
there are no service points to negotiate. The participants benefit from building their scholarly
profile, which could lead to publication and conference opportunities, so the rewards are selfmotivating. In fact, a number of colleagues in different schools and faculties have already
expressed interest in joining this kind of learning community because they have personal or
professional interest in a trauma-informed approach. On the other hand, I acknowledge that
reliance on volunteer participants comes with risks, such as commitment and sustainability.
Using the metaphor to analyze this solution, establishing the CoP as a change agent can
be compared to a “potluck.” Although the meal is not loudly marketed, there is no limitation on
how many or what kinds of people can attend. There are basic rules to ensure safety and order,
but there is a lot of freedom to bring whatever a person has to contribute. Guests mingle and
experience a variety of foods, some that they have never tried before, and each person learns to
enjoy new experiences through the social exchange. Similarly, the CoP as a solution for leading
change has the potential for incremental second-order change. It also has the potential to
leverage and celebrate SPU’s strengths, address the institutional gaps, validate the good work of
staff in The Centre, and implement a trauma-informed approach to academic support customized
to SPU’s identity and values.
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Table 1
Summary of Solutions for Leading Change

Solution

Internal
Contradictions

Institutional
Identity as
compass

Complex
Critical
Thinking

Interpretive
Communication

Resources

Hospitality

Structure

Salient; May
reinforce
service model
and impede
collaboration

Not likely to
lead to
change in the
identity gap

Possibility to
instigate new
thinking and
build a new
narrative

Possibility to
change the
communication
of the
environment and
identify new
voices

Requires
new
positions,
increase in
human and
financial
resources

Dinner
theatre

Governance

Possibility to
build
collaboration
and highlight
institutional
priority; Risks
providing
“output” but
not “outcomes”

Addresses
the current
silence
regarding
academic
support and
diverse
learning but
may do so in
a cosmetic
way.

Isolated and
controlled
construction
of ideas;
excuses
others from
seeing their
role

Possibility to
include new
voices; requires
willingness to
accept social
capital of nontraditional
contributors;
communicates
clear priority

Minimal
financial
resources
but human
resources
and time
investment;
implications
for workload
points

Fanju

Community
of Practice

More subtle
approach;
Highly
collaborative;
Addresses
narrative
inconsistencies

Over time,
the work of
social
learning can
make
academic
support and
trauma a
shared
narrative

Opportunity
to bring
together
diverse
voices. Focus
on rethinking and
learning from
multiple
perspectives

Open and
inclusive space;
Communicates
clear priority;
Output can
become outcome
but contingent
upon gaining
notice

Minimal
resources
required;
Participants
join
voluntarily;
open to all
stakeholders

Potluck

Inquiry Cycle
The solution is more likely to be successful if the change agents humbly recognize that it
will likely need to be revisited and adjusted. Pausing throughout the implementation to consider
what is working and what is not will reveal gaps that might otherwise be missed (Cleary, 1995;
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Leis & Shojania, 2017). For this purpose, a Plan-Do-Study-Act (PDSA) cycle (Deming, 1993, as
cited in Moen & Norman, 2010) can be adapted to the context of a CoP. I propose applying
PDSA at the end of each stage of the implementation plan, which I explain further in Chapter
Three.
Although the PDSA (or Deming) cycle originated from the scientific method and many
applications focus on product improvements and quantitative data (Moen & Norman, 2010), it
has also been used as a learning orientation for improvement in higher education (Montano et al.,
2005; Sayah & Khaleel, 2022; Zalewska, 2021). Since a CoP is focused on learning through
inquiry and dialogue, an informal application of PDSA seems suitable. In fact, as the PDSA
cycle evolved, many scholars and practitioners have emphasized the usefulness of employing
multiple cycles throughout a change path. For example, Leis and Shojania (2017) explain that an
initial cycle might be for the purpose of understanding the problem in detail, followed by another
cycle during the planning of a solution, and yet another during implementation. This
interpretation of the Deming cycle fits well with my three-loop implementation plan as described
in Chapter Three.
With the view to continuous improvement during the change path, the CoP can begin the
Plan stage with deciding on a specific learning focus and learning strategies. The Do stage
focuses on the members participating in those learning activities. The Study stage includes
reviewing the findings to determine if there is sufficient information or whether more is needed,
and to consider whether the findings are moving towards improvement for SPU. The Act stage
urges us to either revisit and continue more learning activities or to move on to the next cycle.
An illustration of PDSA in a CoP is shown in Figure 3. Borrowing from Leis and Shojania
(2017), the CoP can employ this cycle first to understand the problem (the impact of trauma on
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learning and support), then to investigate responses (such as a trauma-informed approach), and
then to begin to implement a new approach. Taking pause to listen and learn communicates the
value of the process, the participants, and the change recipients (Cleary, 1995). In this way, the
PDSA inquiry cycle demonstrates ethical decision-making and hospitality.
Figure 3
PDSA in a Community of Practice

Note. The steps of PDSA are standard, but in the context of a CoP, the activities are social
learning oriented through reading, listening, dialogue, and other academic practices.
Leadership Ethics and Responsibility in Organizational Change
Leading a trauma-informed movement via a CoP calls me to consider the various
stakeholders from an ethical lens. Northouse (2019) emphasizes that when leaders are in a
position to influence others, this position requires responsibility. Starratt (2005) lists five key
ethical responsibilities in the context of education: responsibility as a human being to respond
with respect and dignity, as a citizen to seek the social good, as an educator to use knowledge
with integrity, as an administrator to critique systems, and as an educational leader to be
motivated towards the betterment of others. See Appendix A for a visual of these responsibilities.
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He writes that, “The honoring of the ethical responsibilities of all domains creates the foundation
for the leader’s invitation to … engage in transformative ethics. When the community responds
to that invitation, it begins to own a communal pursuit of higher, altruistic ideals” (p. 133). What
would it look like for SPU to respond to this invitation? Does a trauma-informed approach to
academic support lead us to better conditions for student flourishing?
Ethical Considerations on the Change Path
Although a CoP can be an effective driver of second-order change, it is possible that the
isolation of this work in a self-contained informal community could signal to the institution as a
whole that others are not responsible for improving academic support. In other words, it could
divorce the university and other stakeholders from accepting the invitation to pursue greater
good. Given the siloing that is a frequently cited characteristic of academia (Roper, 2021; Trust
et al., 2017) as well as SPU’s tendency to relegate decisions to task forces, this separation of
responsibility is a risk (Tierney, 2003; Zerquera et al., 2018). As part of my proposed solution, I
envision addressing this through participatory communication and engagement of institutionwide conversation.
If it is true that socially just school leadership questions the structures that impede
inclusion and create marginalization (Guo-Brennan & Guo-Brennan, 2021), then another ethical
dilemma that I face is how to challenge the institution’s dominant definition of student success,
for this definition lies beneath approaches to academic support. If SPU defines student success as
retention and sustained tuition dollars, then academic support will be only a means to a neoliberal end (Busch, 2014). If success is defined as participation in SPU as a community, we must
consider who defines what participation looks like, and does it look the same for all students
(Wood, 2014)?
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From a bourdieusian perspective, if success means acquiring the cultural capital that
holds its value in the SPU environment, then the weight of responsibility is on the student and
SPU does not need to adjust (O’Shea, 2016). According to Naidoo (2004), Bourdieu’s idea was
that “higher education is conceptualized as a sorting machine that selects students according to
an implicit social classification and reproduces the same students according to an explicit
academic classification” (p. 459). Thus, the tendency of higher education is to retain its dominant
narrative, and the definition of student success is not questioned. Therefore, as I have a
responsibility to critique systems and work towards the betterment of these systems (Starratt,
2005), throughout the change path of this organizational improvement plan, I should look for
opportunities to encourage the re-definition of success wherever my positionality allows.
Another ethical challenge I anticipate is demonstrating respect for all the staff in The
Centre, who are the current institutional experts in academic support. While I expect that many
staff will choose to join the CoP and engage enthusiastically in the learning process, some may
choose not to join. As their leader and the initiator of this change, I need to give them respect as
knowledgeable, valued contributors, as individuals who care deeply about our students. As
Northouse (2019) emphasizes, common goals are important for a healthy team environment, but
I cannot impose my vision for change, nor can I in any way coerce my team members into my
change path. Rather, according to Starratt’s (2005) principles, it is my responsibility to
communicate clearly and openly about the work of the CoP, to share knowledge of trauma and
learning with integrity, and to invite staff from The Centre to explore their values and
assumptions. Through a trauma lens on ethical leadership, Kezar and Fries-Britt (2020) use the
term “acting with” (p. 12). This is the concept of being with or alongside those who are directly
affected by a change. By honouring the growth process of both individual and collective
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learning, we also honour one another with dignity.
At the same time, The Centre has an ethical responsibility because we are tasked with
providing all aspects of academic support to SPU students. Accepting status quo without
engaging in honest critique is irresponsible. In other words, we might be blocked from practicing
an ethic of care if we do not first practice an ethic of critique (Starratt, 1991). Staff in The
Centre, as leaders of support, are thus responsible to examine whether current approaches,
processes, and practices create advantages for some students over others, set up unnecessary
barriers, or reinforce stereotypes and dominant interpretations of behaviour (Tierney, 2003;
Wood, 2014). Even for staff who do not join the CoP, the conversations about TIA should stir up
these kinds of critical questions. Burns (1978) argues that leaders must be in community with
their followers in order to foster critical thinking about conflicting values. Starratt (2004) calls
this the “ethic of presence,” the leader’s engagement in affirming the value and experiences of
the staff, in reflecting on leadership decisions, and in enabling the growth and autonomy of
followers. This means it is my responsibility to lead with an ethic of presence, which can
stimulate an ethic of critique in The Centre. However, this ethic is inseparable from an ethic of
care, which has the dignity and growth of others at its core.
Regarding the CoP as a change driver, all five of Starratt’s (2005) responsibility
categories apply. In order to create an atmosphere of hospitality, of an open and transformative
learning space, we have responsibility to respond to one another with respect and care. We also
have responsibility as citizens of SPU and our wider community to pursue learning not for our
individual benefits, such as future publications or professional accolades, but for the benefit of
our students and their communities. As we participate in learning about trauma, its impact on
learning, and a trauma-informed approach to support, we have an ethical responsibility with this
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knowledge. For example, we must read and listen broadly, be aware of potential biases, and seek
understanding of opposing views. Starratt (1991) asserts that applying an ethic of critique alone
leaves an issue disassembled; it is also an ethical responsibility to reconstruct an issue through
applying both justice and care. Thus, members of the CoP should guard against becoming
consumed by a trauma-informed critique of SPU’s support. Instead, our work should focus on
how to improve SPU’s academic support in terms of equity of access, reduction of stereotypes,
removal of barriers and redefinitions of success (Naidoo, 2004; Wood, 2014).
Regarding the use of narrative inquiry throughout the change path, there are some ethical
considerations. Working through the change with students rather than making decisions about
students recognizes the value of student voice and experience (West et al., 2020). Narrative
techniques spotlight the voices of those who are often ignored or marginalized (Roxas & Gabriel,
2017). However, this ethic can be compromised without clear communication to students to
ensure that they understand the purpose of the research, how the narratives are being collected,
and how the information will be used. Furthermore, students might feel obligated to participate
in order to please the university staff or professor who invites them. This power differential can
be difficult to avoid (West et al., 2020). It can make the students feel like a means to an end,
which violates the principle of respect and dignity (Northouse, 2019).
Another consideration in the use of narrative inquiry is the risk of bias in the invitation,
selection, and analysis processes (Çelik, 2012). Wells (2011) explains that researchers’
understanding of narrative tends to be shaped by a Western bias, so that narratives that make
more sense to the listener tend to be selected, while narratives that differ from the preset
expectation tend to be downplayed. In addition, Çelik (2012) cautions researchers about the risk
of empathy bias, which occurs when the listener imposes their emotions onto the narrative.
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Another complicating factor is representation. One person’s lived experience should be valued as
that person’s story, not as a representation of a whole group. Adichie (2009) calls this “the
danger of a single story.” She explains that story can be used to minimize a person or a whole
group and to elevate oneself. She writes, “Power is the ability not just to tell the story of another
person, but to make it the definitive story of that person” (10:00). Adichie’s words remind me
that narratives are important because they have the power to shape thinking, but this power also
calls for responsibility. Thus, when the CoP draws on narratives and lived experience, we must
accept our responsibility to steward this knowledge carefully.
Social Justice for Students
All students, but especially students with trauma histories, are the recipients of this
planned change in academic support. The hoped-for outcome of the change should be improved
feelings of safety in accessing learning support, and the impact of the change should be personal
thriving (Guo-Brennan & Guo-Brennan, 2021). Literature shows that TIA is a practice of social
justice because it supports vulnerable students through creating safety and opportunity in the
educational context. It demonstrates social justice through shifting how educators interpret
students and their behaviour, and through drawing attention to how some practices create retraumatization or disadvantage (Crosby et al., 2018). Therefore, implementing TIA at SPU is
inherently about social justice.
Conclusion
Rethinking and reframing is a second-order change that cannot occur through a project or
policy. It is all about learning, so a solution that places the change within a learning orientation is
most suitable. Based on my institutional analysis using Tierney’s enacted environment, I have
proposed the development of a community of practice, which will include both narrative inquiry
and reverse mentoring as methods to position all contributors as valued voices. This solution has

71
the potential to address institutional inconsistencies and facilitate hospitable open spaces.
Applying servant leadership together with trauma-informed leadership respects the growth of
each participant and positions myself as a co-learner. Finally, considering the ethical and social
justice issues in this change plan establishes the foundation for implementation.
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Chapter Three: Implementation
In Chapter Two, I forwarded a solution to move SPU away from a clinical, deficit
approach and towards a trauma-informed support model. My proposed solution is to develop a
community of practice (CoP) focused on trauma-informed education and to learn directly from
students through narratives and reverse mentoring. In Chapter Three, I develop the
implementation plan in detail by following the change path model. The goals of this plan are to
create a CoP with diverse membership from the SPU community, to learn collectively and
reframe our ways of thinking about academic support, and to spread this new thinking into SPU
as a whole. The desired outcomes are that SPU will design academic support in a way that
recognizes trauma, and that all students, including those with trauma backgrounds, will be
supported in a way that facilitates flourishing and reduces re-traumatization. The impact will be a
more hospitable and socially just learning environment.
Implementation Plan
With the interpretive nature of this change, the implementation plan moves gradually
from macro to micro change management (Kang, 2015). At the macro level, I provide the
foundation for reframing through establishing a CoP, which will become the change leader5
through offering evidence-informed recommendations (Artime et al., 2021). Through the work of
the CoP, a trauma perspective on academic support will spread over the period of one year,
moving into specific change actions in the final three months. Institutionalization of a traumainformed approach will be gradual over the following year or more. This timeline is consistent
with other second-order change movements at SPU. The implementation plan is illustrated in
Figure 4 as a series of loops. To begin each loop, a learning focus provides a foundation, which

5

I will use the pronouns “we” and “us” to recognize that I am a participant in the CoP.
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links up to related lived experience. These learning practices are a form of knowledge
mobilization and as such inform actions (SSHRC, 2021) and send the change to the next loop.
Foundation: Establish a Community of Practice
At SPU, The Centre is the formal structure where academic support is designed and
facilitated. In my position as senior leader of The Centre, I have the authority to initiate
institutional change related to academic support. Therefore, I will take the first step to initiate a
CoP for the study of TIA. Although I will take the role of change driver at this stage, once the
CoP begins, my role will shift to being a participant in the group. Wenger et al. (2002)
emphasize how an organization should actively “nurture” or “cultivate” a learning community if
they are using a CoP as a change mechanism. Applying this advice, I will build a CoP over a
period of ten to twelve weeks with strategic development of domain, community, and practices
(Wenger, 1998).
Stage One: Initiation of the CoP
In the first two weeks, the action will focus on inviting people to join the CoP and
launching the first meeting. The membership should be diverse and non-hierarchical (Gurbutt &
Cragg, 2019; Munati et al., 2017), and members should already be engaged in trauma or support
work formally through scholarship or pedagogy or informally through personal experience
(Wenger, 1998). Thus, I will begin by inviting specific individuals who are already invested in
academic support and trauma, many of whom I already know through previous informal
conversations. Membership should include academic staff, faculty, students, and possibly family
members6. I will encourage founding members to invite others in their networks who have

6

As a point of clarification, I am not suggesting that we ask students to bring their parents or other family members
into their education. University students are adults and privacy laws ensure that parents do not have access to their
student’s information without the student’s consent. My suggestion here is only in the context of membership in the

74
scholarly, practitioner, or lived experience related to ACEs (Artime et al., 2021).
An ethical consideration is how to create equity for all members. Gurbutt and Cragg
(2019) assert, “It is important that one group is not perceived as being invited into the learning
space to meet the needs of another” (p. 15). It is possible that students and parents will view their
presence as research subjects rather than equal participants. Therefore, the initial gatherings of
the CoP should focus on learning about one another in order to build mutual respect as the first
step (Hakkola et al., 2021).
From a practical perspective, during the first meeting of the CoP, members will
determine organizational details, such as meeting frequency and schedule, whether to meet in a
physical space or online, and what digital communication channel to use for sharing documents
and posting questions. A sample meeting schedule is included in Appendix B. It is important to
consider these meeting practices from an inclusion perspective. For example, the choice of a
meeting time could privilege some people and create barriers to participation for others. This
could impede a sense of belongingness, which is a key characteristic of a healthy CoP (Munati et
al., 2017).
Stage Two: Knowledge Mapping
After the CoP has held its initial meeting, the next action is to participate in knowledge
audit and knowledge mapping (Jakovljevic & Da Veiga, 2020; Liebowitz, 2005; Wenger &
Wenger-Trayner, 2015). In this activity, members offer the knowledge that they bring with them,
including the various perspectives represented, domain knowledge of trauma, and experiential
knowledge. Knowledge mapping is well-suited to a CoP because all forms of knowledge are
valued, and all people are positioned as contributors (Liebowitz, 2005). It also highlights the

CoP. Since parents have significant lived experience to contribute from the family context, this is a form of
expertise, and they could bring helpful voices into the CoP.
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specific expertise each person brings. The mapping exercises invite participants to interrogate the
relationships between concepts, identify themes and gaps, and formulate questions (Nitchot &
Wettayaprasit, 2021). By engaging in knowledge mapping, the members of the CoP can develop
a direction for their learning while at the same time growing in respect for one another.
Stage Three: Domain and Practices
In the third stage of establishing the CoP, we will focus on defining the domain and
learning practices. As Wenger (1998) emphasizes, a CoP is not just a group of people who work
together or a group of people who share an interest. It is a social learning environment that is
clearly defined by a domain, or subject to be studied. If the domain is too vague or poorly
defined, the CoP may lack commitment and enthusiasm. Conversely, a well-defined domain
enables individuals to determine their interest and commitment, which in turn invites
participation (Wenger & Snyder, 2000). In the context of SPU, members of our CoP will begin
with the general topic of trauma and learning but define the domain through a combination of the
knowledge mapping process as well as initial readings. Members will contribute to a collection
of readings and other resources to launch their inquiry.
Another characteristic of a CoP is establishing shared practice, which sets up norms
within the community and instigates specific actions (Munati et al., 2017). In this proposed CoP,
practices include developing a collection of readings and resources, dialoguing about key
learnings, and seeking lived experience. In stage three of establishing the CoP, members will
define how we select readings, who leads discussion, and how we take and share notes. CoP
literature supports a loosely guided, flexible structure (Wenger & Snyder, 2000). Since CoPs are
founded on the social construction of knowledge through inquiry, the meetings may or may not
have an agenda, and in most cases, the agenda will emerge during the meeting itself (Munati et
al., 2017; Wenger & Snyder, 2000).

76
In addition, we will pursue learning through narrative inquiry, which is a practice that in
this case invites and values the voices of students and families with trauma histories as well as
educators who have applied a trauma-informed approach (TIA). This notion of seeking lived
experience is recognized in CoP literature (Artime et al., 2021; Wenger & Wenger-Trayner,
2015). To prepare for this form of learning, members of the CoP will map their network
knowledge of students, families, and educators who may be willing to provide narratives. As a
point of clarity, for privacy, we will not ask students to share their personal trauma stories but
rather how they have navigated learning and experienced academic support. In addition, we will
seek SPU ethics board approval prior to engaging in narrative inquiry.
It is my expectation that participation in the CoP will draw attention to the gap between
current and future states of academic support and inspire enthusiasm for improvement from those
who are already allies (Armenakis & Harris, 2009). In this way, the CoP will act as the change
agent and will follow Cawsey et al.’s (2016) change path model into each loop of change.
Awakening: Loop One
Cawsey et al. (2016) emphasize that leading change should begin with intentionality. It
starts with participants being invited to understand and consider the current state and the need for
improvement. They explain that this awakening step is what draws attention to assumptions and
instigates re-thinking. With this in mind, in loop one, the activities of the CoP will target new
ways of thinking. I anticipate ten to twelve weeks as a reasonable timeline.
First, members of the CoP will read the original ACEs study (Felitti et al., 1998) and
follow this with taking the ACEs survey, a version of which is found in Appendix C. Although
for privacy reasons, I do not suggest discussing each person’s result, we could debrief through an
anonymous survey, using an online polling tool such as Menti. We could also discuss if or how
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SPU could use the ACE survey for the student body.
At this first stage of the change path, to create awakening and to provide foundational
knowledge of the domain, I suggest a “learning by dialogue” practice. Through exposure to new
ideas and social learning, we can experience cognitive dissonance, which is a key activator of
change (Çalışkan & Gökalp, 2020). In the CoP, each member brings a perspective from their
discipline, profession, or personal lived experience. Bringing these different ways of knowing
together offers new perspectives and interpretations (Capper, 2019; Fear et al., 2002; Hakkola et
al., 2021; Munati et al., 2017).
These social cognitive experiences will expand through seeking experiential knowledge
(Wenger & Wenger-Trayner, 2015). The use of narrative inquiry for awakening and sustaining
change has solid research support (Miller et al., 2020; Munati et al., 2017; Roxas & Gabriel,
2017; Welton, et al., 2018), and giving voice to those with experiences of trauma humanizes the
problem (Barabasch, 2018; Briggs, 2018). Thus, in loop one, we will invite students to share
narratives of how trauma has affected their learning experiences. These narratives will be in the
form of anonymized written testimonies, with the option for students to speak to us in person if
they prefer. In addition, family members often experience their students’ emotional and
behavioural responses to the learning environment, making them important educational
witnesses. Roxas and Gabriel (2017) argue that families are often neglected in research within
higher education, so this is an opportunity to bridge that gap.
However, collecting these stories is not enough, as Miller et al. (2020) emphasize. In
order to learn from stories, we will apply discourse analysis, which is a method of examining
linguistic cues for themes, recurring words and rhetorical patterns (Curtis et al., 2021; Wells,
2011). This research method requires expertise, which I bring to the CoP as a practice rooted in
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my disciplinary background in applied linguistics. We will employ discourse analysis first
towards the end of loop one, upon collection of student and family narratives, and again at the
end of loop two when the next collection of narratives occurs.
According to Wenger et al. (2002) and Wenger and Snyder (2000), the work of a CoP
requires leadership attention to infrastructure and resources. In my position as leader of The
Centre and initiator of the CoP, I will need to be attentive to resource needs, including funding
for books or other resources and support during the ethics board approval process. Other
resources during loop one include access to readings and resources for all members and willing
students to share their experiences.
Mobilization: Loop Two
Cawsey et al. (2016) describe mobilization as the time to make sense of the anticipated
change through analyzing assumptions and leveraging current systems. In this change plan,
mobilization occurs within and through the CoP. By this point, the CoP has already established
shared knowledge of the domain and an understanding drawn from narrative. It has developed
norms of practice. With community well-established, the CoP will be ready to launch outwardfacing practices, and the learning orientation will shift to analysis. I expect a timeline of ten to
twelve weeks for loop two but also acknowledge that learning should be seen as continuous and
the process for second-order change is developmental and non-linear (Kezar, 2018).
The analysis will begin with reading about TIA in organizations in general, such as
SAMHSA (2014), and in the trauma-informed school movement in particular (Baweja et al.,
2016; Chafouleas et al., 2016; Davidson, n.d.; Perry & Daniels, 2016). Studying and discussing
these resources will prepare members of the CoP to look closely at SPU’s learning support
practices.
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The narrative inquiry part of the loop will include accounts from people who have been
either a leader or a change recipient in a similar educational change. For example, we could read
published articles documenting the implementation of TIA in a school. We could follow up with
contacting the authors and inviting them to speak with us. We may choose to employ narrative
inquiry methodology, such as discourse analysis, to identify themes (Miller et al., 2020),
discover sensemaking choices (Çalışkan & Gökalp, 2020; Wells, 2011) and ultimately highlight
the strengths and gaps in SPU’s systems (Xing et al., 2020).
After learning from both readings and narratives, the next step is to examine the
academic support practices at SPU through a trauma lens. For instance, we can examine how
students access support, whether there might be barriers or deterrents for students who are
affected by trauma. We can consider whether the assumptions underlying self-advocacy are
trauma-sensitive. In this analytical step, we will reach out to SPU members outside the CoP to
understand the history and rationale of current practices. By employing a trauma lens to practice,
we will continue to notice the gap between present and future states but at the same time identify
possible next steps.
Acceleration: Loop Three
With a deepening understanding of trauma and TIA, the CoP is ready to move into
acceleration. This is the stage of the change path in which micro level changes begin (Cawsey et
al., 2016; Kang, 2010). It is also in this loop that the communication plan will be activated. In
this academic support change plan, I am calling loop three “Learn by Doing.” I anticipate a
timeline of three to four months for this loop.
One action to accelerate the change from the CoP outward is to practice intentional social
contagion, defined as taking on the attitudes and behaviours of people in one’s social
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environment (Bovasso, 1996). Individual members of the CoP will begin to influence the people
in their specific spheres, such as The Centre or a university department, where they already have
a degree of social capital (Hakkola et al., 2021). In daily interactions, members of the CoP will
look for opportunities to share TIA. For example, if a colleague refers to a struggling student as
lazy, we might ask a trauma-informed question, such as, “What is going on behind that
behaviour?” To spread TIA beyond our specific institutional departments, we can pursue
opportunities for new social interactions through initiating informal conversations over lunch
with colleagues outside our own departments or joining new groups. By changing our own social
routines, we will have opportunities to share our learning of trauma with more people and to
learn from their questions and perspectives (Gurbutt & Cragg, 2019; Lewis, 2011). This
contagion process is an important step in knowledge mobilization, which begins at the individual
level before moving to the organizational level (Jesacher-Roessler, 2021).
Another micro level change focus during loop three is the revision or creation of artifacts,
such as The Centre website, academic support manuals and materials, as well as the physical
space of learning areas, including The Centre. For example, a foundational principle of TIA is
safety (Buffalo Centre for Social Research, 2022). With this principle, members of the CoP can
revise descriptions of various learning services to eliminate wording that might feel coercive. We
can recommend changes to the physical space of The Centre, such as a redesign of layout or
furnishings that will create a more hospitable environment (Gurbutt & Cragg, 2019).
At this point in the learning process, the CoP participants will have developed a strong
knowledge base upon which to offer evidence-based recommendations. In loop three, we will cocreate a document that provides definitions of trauma-informed principles and academic support
along with specific recommendations for change. We might draw on The Trauma-Informed
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Organizational Change Manual developed by the Buffalo Center of Social Research (2021), but
we will need to adapt it to the context of higher education and SPU in particular. It includes
guidelines for communication, hiring practices, orientation and training of staff, creating safety,
and reviewing policies.
As specific changes begin at SPU, the CoP will continue to seek lived experience,
specifically through reverse mentorship (Campbell et al., 2020; Clarke, et al., 2019; Curtis et al.,
2021). Mentorship is a form of relational, experiential learning that normally positions the person
in authority as the giver of knowledge and the junior person as the receiver. Reverse mentorship
flips this hierarchy (Clarke, et al., 2019). Therefore, students who have trauma backgrounds
become mentors of the staff and faculty who are in the process of implementing TIA. For
example, if one of the recommended changes for The Centre is to adjust the appointment
booking tool as a possible barrier, we can learn through reverse mentoring how the students
respond to different forms of access. One important ethical consideration in reverse mentoring is
to ensure that students never feel coerced or obligated to participate (Campbell et al., 2020). This
is a risk when the people asking have positions of status, such as professors and directors
(Murphy, 2012).
From a resource perspective, we will need the support of senior leaders at this stage,
especially as we begin to interact with more people and make visible changes (SAMHSA, 2014).
If recommendations include policy revisions or new policy development, the CoP will need to
work with senior leaders to draft such documents, elicit feedback from stakeholders, submit them
through the various levels of governance, and implement them.
In addition, we will need to identify students who are willing to serve as mentors, and we
will need funds for small expenses, such as lunches for student mentors. If changes to physical
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space require renovations or new furnishings, this will impact budget. As the budget manager for
The Centre, I have the authority to allocate funds, but budgets will likely be reduced until SPU
recovers from the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic.
The three-loop implementation model is summarized in Figure 4. The movement in each
loop begins at the bottom with the learning focus and then moves upwards to draw upon lived
experience in the form of narrative inquiry in loops one and two and reverse mentoring in loop
three. Each loop is slightly larger than the previous loop to indicate the increasing institutional
participation and impact. Momentum can also reverse in response to results of monitoring and
PDSA.
Figure 4
Three-Loop Implementation Model

Note. Movement in each loop is initially from left to right. Each loop indicates a stage of the
change path.
Change Process Monitoring and Evaluation
As the PDSA cycle highlights, change implementation requires an intentional pause to
study or check on whether the change is tracking towards improvement (Moen & Norman,
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2009). In the change plan for SPU, members of the CoP will monitor each loop of the change
path. A summary chart of the implementation and monitoring plan is provided in Appendix D.
My servant leadership approach to change directs my motives for monitoring and
evaluation. Greenleaf’s (1970/2014) oft-quoted words provide a foundation: “Do those served
grow as persons? Do they, while being served, become healthier, wiser, freer, more autonomous,
more likely themselves to become servants?” (p. 21). In other words, the ideal effect of change is
personal growth for participants and recipients of the change. For staff and faculty, this growth
includes increased empowerment in their teaching and support practices, and for students,
personal growth might be a sense of truly belonging in the university learning environment.
Markiewicz and Patrick (2016) emphasize that monitoring should go beyond simply tracking
data. It should focus on outcomes. Thus, considering the nature of second-order change and the
monitoring domains as proposed by Markiewicz and Patrick (2016), the reframing of academic
support is best assessed for impact and sustainability.
Foundation Stage
In the foundation stage, monitoring focuses on the readiness of the CoP as a change
agent. Taking the advice of Markiewicz and Patrick (2016) to create guiding questions, at this
stage, we will ask, “How well-established is the CoP? Is it ready to begin its work?” After the
first meeting, we will consider whether there are enough members to begin or whether we need
to take more time to build the membership. After step two, during which the CoP will map their
perspectives and knowledge, we will consider whether the membership has enough diversity and
whether members have been comfortable to participate. After the third step and prior to
beginning loop one, we will consider whether the members of the CoP feel confident enough to
begin the work of learning. Wenger and Snyder (2000) recommend using non-traditional forms
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of assessment for CoPs, with the focus on asking members for their reflections and responses. In
this foundation-building stage of change, we will monitor by polling members and inviting
informal feedback.
Monitoring: Loop One
In loop one, our focus is awakening to new ways of thinking through the lens of trauma.
The primary monitoring question is “Have we experienced change in our understanding and
interpretation of student learning?” We can monitor this through reflection, which is a valued
practice in CoPs (Hakkola et al., 2021; Wenger, 1998) and a means of recognizing emotional
interactions with the topic (Burkitt, 2012). In the context of learning about trauma, wherein
emotional interaction with knowledge could be sensitive, we could practice private reflection
through journaling as well as shared reflection for those who are comfortable.
In addition, we can monitor changes in our awareness of trauma through reporting
changes to professional practice (for staff and faculty) or learning practice (for students). It is
possible that the new knowledge and perspective will already begin to have an impact on
individual members’ professional practice (Hakkola et al., 2021). For example, individuals from
The Centre might begin to respond to students in new ways. Faculty members might begin to use
different labels for students to reduce a deficit view and replace it by an understanding of trauma
(Friis, 2018; Levine, 2004). These early changes to individual practice are also the beginning
points of change for the students, who are the ultimate change-recipients.
Another focus for monitoring at this stage is the dynamics within the CoP. This is
important because the CoP acts as the change agent and having a healthy community will move
the change forward. In loop one, with dialogue as the learning practice, we expect to experience
active conversation and open questioning. Hakkola et al. (2021) describe CoPs as welcoming,
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safe spaces where people can be vulnerable and open. The question is how to assess the
dynamics of the learning community. Wenger and Snyder (2000) argue for non-traditional forms
of assessment of CoPs, such as asking for testimonials. I suggest using a brief assessment, such
as a three-question survey, as shown in Appendix E. This tool does not require a significant time
investment but gives voice to all members to anonymously share their experiences in the CoP.
Learning in a CoP is evolutionary in nature, which implies the need to modify the
learning journey and revisit next steps (Artime et al., 2021). If there is little evidence of
awakening or if the CoP is not well-established, we will stay in loop one. Therefore, by the end
of loop one, we should pause to consider whether we are ready to move to loop two.
Monitoring: Loop Two
As we go through mobilization in loop two, the emphasis is on learning through analysis.
The question to guide monitoring is, “How does our analysis affect our thinking about change?”
At this stage, thinking about TIA and discovering its application to SPU will hopefully lead to
cognitive dissonance, defined as a sense of discomfort when confronted with different ways of
thinking or believing (Hinojosa et al., 2017). This experience of dissonance can stimulate new
sensemaking and move a change forward (Çalışkan & Gökalp, 2020). However, cognitive
dissonance theory also explains that people might respond to the discomfort by committing even
more to the original way of thinking or by dismissing the topic entirely (Hinojosa et al., 2017;
Vaidis & Bran, 2019). Therefore, monitoring CoP members’ experiences during this learning
process should highlight their responses to dissonance.
One measurement of cognitive dissonance is behavioural change (Hinojosa et al., 2017).
In loop two, as members become immersed in analysis of TIA and their own part in the learning
culture of SPU, I anticipate that individuals will take conscious steps to adjust their own work.
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Wenger and Wenger-Trayner (2015) assert that this is a key measurement of the success of a
CoP. It might also be helpful for members to reflect on where they do and do not have agency in
matters of academic support and thus how they can influence change (Hakkola et al., 2021).
Reflective journaling and small group debriefing could be effective methods to monitor how
members of the CoP are analyzing, wrestling with, and applying what they discover in their
spheres of influence.
Monitoring: Loop Three
By loop three, members of the CoP have grown in knowledge, perspective, and
approaches, and they have analyzed their own assumptions as well as some of the relevant
practices of SPU. Many have begun to apply TIA to their own work and to talk about it with
colleagues and peers. As the change accelerates and moves outside the CoP, the focus of
monitoring will be whether the specific actions are indeed creating change. Guiding questions
include, “Are staff in The Centre and other members of SPU beginning to reframe their
interpretations of student academic behaviour?” “Is there evidence from practices, artifacts, and
discourse that trauma-awareness is spreading?” “Do student experiences and behaviours indicate
improvement towards flourishing?”
To measure reframing, members of the CoP will look for evidence of trauma-awareness
in their departments and areas of influence. One way to do this is through informal interviews
with university colleagues with whom we already have trust-based relationships. Sample
questions include, “What influences your students’ learning experience?” and “What do you
think academic support looks like for your students?” During the interviews, we can listen for
rhetorical evidence, such as labels or descriptors of student behaviour and the presence of key
words from TIA. Informal interviews are likely most suitable so that faculty and staff do not feel
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like they are being formally evaluated. Swaim and Spire (2020) argue that informal interviews or
“conversations with a motive” can provide authentic data, but there are important ethical
guidelines. Following their suggestions, we should ensure that our colleagues know the work that
we are doing and what our motive is in setting up conversations. We should avoid conversations
that could in any way harm our colleagues, including their sense of respect.
Another potential method for trauma awareness is to continue with narrative inquiry. As
members of the CoP, we can certainly engage in journaling our own growing awareness, and we
can invite interested colleagues to read our journals and write their own narrative responses. In
this way, a narrative dialogue can occur, challenging participants and chronicling the change
path.
Narrative inquiry, however, has limitations and ethical considerations. In their critique of
counter-narratives in particular, Miller et al. (2020) caution against the risk of merely collecting
stories. In the context of teaching, there is the tendency to use narrative as a means to challenge
dominant thinking, but there is a shortfall in assessing whether attitudinal change is enacted in
daily practice. Miller et al. (2020) write, “In addition to collecting counter-narratives as data and
analyzing them as content, we should employ a comprehensive framework to focus on whether
or not counter-narratives move beyond the sharing stage and into transformative action” (p. 28384). With this in mind, the CoP should create a framework that explicitly monitors the change in
both attitude and practice as reflected in narrative dialogue.
To assess whether the acceleration of trauma-informed thinking is spreading to practice,
we can also employ discourse analysis to examine new artifacts, such as reports, presentation
slides, and departmental communications. In The Centre, staff create teaching materials, student
communications, social media channels, and posters. These artifacts are symbols of sensemaking
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(Bolman & Deal, 2017). Thus, discourse analysis can examine the use of TIA terms and
principles in these artifacts to determine if change is happening. Wells (2011) argues that
discourse analysis creates a means for examining assumptions embedded in language and that
this understanding is the key to restorative work. Language reveals sensemaking through the
ways in which people label themselves and their experiences. Labels both shape and reflect
perceptual understanding, so a change in labels identifies a new interpretation (Bartunek &
Moch, 1987; Hakkola et al., 2021).
For instance, an expression such as “This student has issues!” highlights a deficit
mindset. The language itself perpetuates the way of thinking through normalizing it. In contrast,
an expression such as “There is something more going on for this student” identifies the problem
as originating from the student’s environment. Therefore, by analyzing relevant university
artifacts, we can assess individual and institutional sensemaking, which will tell us whether
trauma awareness has begun to shift interpretation, and at what level (Tsoukas & Hatch, 2001).
See Appendix F for a simple example of discourse analysis to assess the level of TIA.
If staff in The Centre and other SPU members are beginning to change in their thinking
and actions, it is essential to assess whether these perceived changes are felt by the students, who
are the change-recipients. To do this, I propose one or more student focus groups. These focus
groups can be a means to seek and value authentic student voices, which is a critical aspect of
servant leadership and an act of hospitality. Literature highlights the value of focus groups in
higher education. Van Ongevalle et al. (2013) employed an interpretive approach to monitoring
and evaluation in an educational context. They argue that monitoring and evaluation of changes
involving human interaction is best approached from a complexity mindset and a learning
orientation rather than a linear functionalist approach. In this context, they identified focus
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groups as successful methods for evaluating changes in attitude, knowledge, and behaviour.
They emphasize strengths as high engagement, ability to follow up with the same focus group at
a later stage, and discovery of significant insights.
In addition, we should be conscious of creating a hospitable context that demonstrates
value of each person’s contribution. Bourne and Winstone (2021) explain the importance of
focus groups as a means of valuing individual student voices, recognizing that surveys tend to
flatten student voices or identify students merely as data points. In their study, they used a
combination of silent reflection, collaborative activity completion, group dialogue, and
anonymous debrief. Their focus group design may be one we can adapt for SPU.
In addition to qualitative methods, the CoP can monitor student experience of academic
support through quantitative information, such as the number of students who engage in support
and frequency of engagement in support. If academic support is no longer labeled as a penalty
for low grades, if students are not made to feel ashamed of their academic challenges, and if staff
begin to employ trauma-informed design, my hope is that more students will choose to engage in
support. The Centre has data available through the appointment-booking software to be able to
benchmark and compare appointment-based engagement. This data can be cross-referenced with
course grades and semester GPA to look for correlations between support and GPA. Increasing
GPA suggests that students who seek support are experiencing growth, enabling them to engage
in coursework, hand in assignments, and develop confidence in themselves as learners. No
change in GPA suggests that support is not yet contributing to growth, at least not in a
quantifiable way. Thus, quantitative tracking spotlights measurable behaviour, which together
with qualitative evaluation of student experience provides insights into whether the change is
beginning to lead to outcomes and impact.
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Monitoring this change with a specific focus for each loop aligns with a non-linear
change path and my expectation that the monitoring data will sometimes direct us, the members
of the CoP, back to the learning focus of the loop. The monitoring methods that I have proposed
are participatory and honour the steps of hospitality by going beyond invitation to the table. In
this way, I recognize that just making space for others is only the beginning of change (StavoDebauge et al. 2018, as cited in Carlier, 2020). The use of narrative inquiry, focus groups, and
informal interviews place the emphasis of monitoring on the value of experience and align with
my interpretive organizational theory, social cognition approach to change, and servant
leadership. Discourse analysis is also a practice of interpretivism as it examines sensemaking
through dominant and counter-narratives (Curtis et al., 2021; Wells, 2011). In sum, the proposed
monitoring methodologies look for whether there are improvements to the problem of practice:
whether a trauma-informed approach to academic support creates conditions for student
flourishing.
Throughout the Change Path
In the CoP itself, each person’s experience as a member is a priority. The momentum of
the change path should be maintained through trust, relationship, and empowerment of all
participants. The CoP should be an environment of hospitality, where people feel safe to share
their voices and ask questions (Hakkola et al., 2021). Another emphasis is the emotional health
of the members, that each person will experience freedom to be their full selves through
meaningful community (Barbuto & Wheeler, 2006). This is also what Starratt means when he
talks about human development as the work of education, starting with the staff and instructors
(Boston College Libraries, 2011). To monitor the experiences of the CoP members, we can
observe participation, member retention, and the level of active learning. If multiple members
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drop out or attend sporadically, if there is little participation in dialogue, or if learning is stunted
or shallow, these are indicators that the CoP is not thriving and may not be effective as the
change driver (Wenger et al., 2002). Furthermore, if members of the CoP experience emotional
difficulty as a result of the subject matter or during the process of implementation, it will be
important to respect and support their needs, such as taking a leave from the CoP or connecting
with a trauma counselor. Fortunately, SPU has inexpensive on-site counseling available for
students, staff, and faculty as well as a strong network of therapists via the Counseling
Psychology department.
Communication Plan
In the foundational stage, communication will be limited to creating awareness of the
CoP and extending an invitation (Wenger et al., 2002). In loops one and two, when the plan is
focused on learning in the CoP, communication outside the CoP will be primarily informal, such
as conversations with colleagues over coffee. This is a meaningful form of communication,
according to Lewis (2011), because it is relational. As the CoP enters loop three and begins to
take actions, a formal communication plan will be essential. We will consider how to
communicate to staff and faculty regarding the CoP’s new knowledge as well as the principles of
a trauma-informed support approach. Although in reality, the communication decisions should
be made collaboratively by the CoP members, for the purpose of this organizational
improvement plan, I offer principles to guide these decisions, along with examples.
Principles from Hospitality
Returning to the notion of hospitality, communication can be understood as a means to
create open space for the presence of others. In its classical sense, hospitality is considered both
provision for others and an act of entering into community (Sweet, 2012). Metaphorically, when
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a person notices and cares about another person, if that is the end, there is no hospitality.
However, if the two people invite each other to share a meal, the act of receiving from the other
person initiates mutuality and openness (Pyyhtinen, 2020). If this exchange of time, space, and
food with one another continues, a relationship forms. However, hospitality can become
uncomfortable when it is offered for personal gain or out of obligation rather than relationship
(Sweet, 2012). This means that authenticity and appropriacy are important principles.
Like hospitality, if the role of organizational communication is transformational, not just
transactional, then the outcome is the growth of trusting relationships. This is a premise of
servant leadership: that morality is determined by whether an action brings about individual and
social good (Lemoine, et al., 2019; Letizia, 2017; Searle & Barbuto, 2011). Thus,
communication as an act of hospitality is directed towards the good of others through opening up
an otherwise guarded “space.” In this case, I do not mean a physical space but a space of
knowledge (Lewis, 2011). These are the principles underlying the reasons, strategies, and tactics
for communicating the movement towards trauma-informed support.
Stage One: Strategies for Communicating Why
With servant leadership’s emphasis on moral good, beginning the communication plan
with rationale demonstrates respect and begins to create a hospitable opening in the institutional
conversation. Furthermore, Beatty (2015) argues for starting with “why” as a way to connect to
the leadership vision and to create enthusiasm for the new direction. Moreover, Whelan-Barry
and Somerville (2010) and Armenakis and Harris (2009) explain the importance of
communicating why the current state is not enough and how the future state will benefit the
institution. However, I do not want to use rationale strategies as a way to manipulate buy-in but
as a way to show respect and receive trust in return (Lewis, 2011).
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Drawing on Beatty’s (2015) advice to connect the “why” to the organizational vision, the
communication will begin by linking to SPU’s vision statement: preparing students to impact
social good through thoughts and actions. Endrejat et al. (2020) found that leading solutionfocused conversation, as opposed to problem-focused dialogue, was more likely to motivate
people to engage a change. At the “why” stage of communication, this strategy directs us to
place the focus of our communication on the benefits of TIA in terms of achieving SPU’s vision
rather than on all the current shortcomings. For example, our communication might report that
TIA can make the future state more inclusive and the work of preparing students more
transformative.
If we hope to encourage colleagues to re-interpret student learning and support, another
communication starting point is to appeal to values because values inform interpretation
(Chowdhury, 2014). At SPU, one of the formal institutional core values is that learning is a
practice of doing good to others. As we consider the “why” of a new approach to academic
support, we can encourage colleagues to discuss how learning and doing good to others connect
to their own work. Members of the CoP can first discuss this question and then bring it to their
areas of influence. This discussion topic prepares the way for challenging established and
common interpretations of student learning behaviour. It begins to engage others in thinking
about the importance of academic support in the context of the university’s core values.
After connecting to vision and values, the communication plan will become more specific
through employing social accounts, which are defined as the leader’s narrative of how they came
to a decision (Cobb et al., 2001; Tucker et al., 2013). In other words, communicating through a
social account gives listeners a way to understand the thinking behind a decision. Tucker et al.
(2013) found that social accounts reduce ambiguity and develop trust. Therefore, this strategy is
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a means of demonstrating vulnerability, which is a value of both servant leadership and TIA.
Furthermore, Cobb et al. (2001) describe social accounts as a way for leaders to influence
sensemaking. In communicating TIA to the staff and faculty at SPU, the CoP will communicate
our journey of learning, including the various challenges, questions, and ethical considerations.
We can provide this social account through group contexts, such as a panel presentation at a
professional development session. In this way, we do not merely present information about
changes but invite university members into the learning experience.
To build on this foundation, story or narrative can move the topic from the abstract to the
concrete (Cairney, 2016). It can stimulate self-analysis and awaken new perspectives (Welton et
al., 2018). In her analysis of narrative inquiry, Lavoie (2021) explains, “thinking with story,
rather than thinking about story, facilitates the use of tacit and embodied knowledges in
meaning-making” (p. 3). The student and family participants in the CoP become an important
communication resource at this point in reframing. Those who are willing to tell their story (not
of their childhood experiences but of their learning journey) can contribute to building the “why”
for a trauma-informed interpretation. At SPU, avenues for student learning stories could include
interviews on one of SPU’s professional podcasts or a creative story-telling project through the
university’s theatre, art gallery, literary magazine, or digital media.
Stage Two: Strategies for Communicating What
The next communication stage focuses on the nature of the change along with the
anticipated outcomes and impact (Beatty, 2015). Communicating the most important information
at key times enables participation. Conversely, lack of information keeps people on the outside
and contributes to resistance (Lewis, 2011). In this change initiative, the CoP will shape the
specific information that has come from their learning activities. For instance, foundational
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information might include what ACEs are, how they impact learning, ways trauma manifests in
student behaviour, and trauma-informed strategies in the academic environment. Focused
information might emphasize what a trauma lens reveals about current SPU academic support, as
well as the specific TIA changes we propose as fitting for SPU. Knowledge mobilization in a
deductive pattern, moving from general research-based knowledge to specific new practices
scaffolds the change and in so doing, facilitates participation (Jesacher-Roessler, 2021).
A guiding principle for communicating “what” is the attention-based view (ABV) of
change management, which is rooted in social cognition (Ocasio et al., 2018). ABV is defined as
“the process of intentional, sustained allocation of cognitive resources to guide problem solving,
planning, sensemaking, and decision making” (p. 158). Applying this to communication, the
purpose is to engage the “cognitive resources” of university members. In this way,
communication is designed to get people to pay attention and to sustain that attention. If too
much information could impede attention (Lewis, 2011) in the change plan for SPU, the CoP can
create messages that break the information into small blocks and sequence these blocks in a way
that builds one on the other.
Another key characteristic of this second stage of the communication plan is its
participatory and action-oriented nature (Whelan-Barry & Somerville, 2010). Since reframing
academic support is a cognitive change, not a policy or mandate, communication is built on the
premise of social meaning-making, recognizing that people shape one another’s attention and
interpretation (Ocasio et al., 2018). The process of influencing others begins even before this
formal communication plan, when CoP members use informal communication to share what they
are learning. Lewis (2011) defines informal communication as natural, daily interactions, such as
conversations in the hallway and over lunch. Lewis explains that these interactions are a vital
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part of a change because colleagues shape one another’s interpretations and attitude. This takes
me back to Starratt’s (2005) categories of ethical responsibility. As members of the CoP share
our learning through informal means, we have the responsibility to respect our colleagues and to
represent knowledge honestly. We should approach this informal communication with humility
and openness, not with coercion or judgment (Northouse, 2019).
In addition to informal participatory communication, the CoP will use structured
participation opportunities, such as a mini-conference or workshop. These platforms are already
a part of SPU culture, as various departments host their own in-house events. Endrejat et al.
(2020) label these strategic communication experiences participatory interventions. In these
group sessions, they recommend inviting dialogue about the proposed solution. For example, we
can invite our colleagues to discuss how TIA could improve student well-being and retention in
their departments or areas.
When using participatory methods, we should exercise caution about our motives. When
leaders create methods for participation without any intention of listening to or acting on the
feedback, the participation becomes mere tokenism or what Lewis (2011) calls “ritualistic
participation” (p. 72). In the culture of SPU, many staff and faculty have an attitude of
skepticism towards participatory communication because too often it has been ritualistic. This is
also a violation of my servant leadership values. Thus, as the CoP plans participation strategies,
we must avoid tokenism and keep our thinking aligned with a resource approach. As Lewis
(2011) describes, a resource approach values all participants and recognizes that each person is a
resource to shape or “author” the change. This brings me to another principle: capacity.
Higgs and Rowland (2005) highlight building capacity as an essential leadership focus in
change management. They explain that a change path is more likely to be successful if the leader
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builds capacity in others rather than acting on the power of the leader. To build capacity, Higgs
and Rowland suggest creating and supporting time and space for honest dialogue, where people
feel safe to ask difficult questions and explore them together. From their case study of seven
organizations, they found that capacity-building correlates with success in second-order change
when it is driven from within the organization. Moreover, this emphasis on capacity aligns with
servant leadership and trauma-informed leadership principles, so it is an appropriate strategy for
the type of change and the leadership approaches in this change plan.
Applying these principles of resource participation and capacity-building, the CoP will
create formal or semi-formal opportunities, such as workshops and table talks, for colleagues,
students, and families to learn about and discuss various academic support approaches,
assumptions embedded in each, and potential impact on both students and SPU. This domain
focus leads to attention on academic support and invites participants to find their own questions
and challenges. Kezar (2018) refers to these strategies as “sensegiving” (p. 92) because they are
facilitated experiences for wrestling with new thinking. Instead of just promoting TIA as the only
solution and an entirely positive change, sensegiving opportunities invite university members to
engage in the “gain/loss frame” (Lewis, 2011). Through open conversation about both pros and
cons, participants can uncover their own conclusions. According to Lewis (2011), this reduces
the likelihood of suspicion about a change and builds trust and capacity. This participatory
approach embeds communication in social construction of meaning and moves the change
forward through enactment rather than leader-centric one-way messages (Endrejat et al., 2020).
Stage Three: Communicating How
The third stage of communication, according to Beatty (2015) is to communicate the
steps that we, the implementers, propose to take to move from the current state to the future state.
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In this implementation plan, I will not designate detailed steps, as these will be constructed
collaboratively in the CoP. The specifics will also be informed by feedback from participatory
communication and from the PDSA cycle in each loop. What I can suggest in this
communication plan are evidence-informed tactics that suit SPU.
Tactics
Both Lewis (2011) and Rucchin (2022) emphasize the importance of leveraging already
established and legitimized communication practices in the institution. In this section, I analyze
some communication tactics that align with SPU’s culture and practices.
Employ Aesthetic Ways of Knowing
In the context of institutional change for equity and social justice, Dua and Bhanji (2017)
advocate for the use of the arts, such as literature and drama, as the most effective methods to
engage new thinking. Lavoie (2021) describes an experience of combining narrative inquiry with
embodiment specifically through visual arts as a form of communication. Xing et al. (2020)
engaged musical composition in combination with storying and found that this dual way of
knowing enhanced their understanding. Antal (2009) reports on a research endeavor to examine
the impact of “artistic interventions” on organizations. The researchers found that participants in
activities such as story-telling and visual arts were able to shift their focus from a utilitarian view
to the human aspects of an organizational situation. At SPU, the liberal arts identity is
heightened, and in the core curriculum, there is an explicit emphasis on aesthetic ways of
knowing. This establishes artistic communication as a valid form. In this context, I suggest
engaging the arts to communicate how a trauma-informed approach to academic support could
emerge at SPU.
Draw on Internal Expertise
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Rucchin (2022) advises leaders to seek the help of experts who are already in the
organization. In this implementation plan, the members of the CoP bring diverse expertise, which
might include scholarly and professional knowledge of communication. In addition, SPU has
several communication scholars, including experts in organizational communication. The
university media department is another formal structure for supporting communication needs,
and some types of communication must be vetted by this department. Therefore, soliciting the
knowledge and direction from internal communications professionals is a fitting tactic.
Communicate Frequently and With Multiple Modes
One of the common mistakes in implementing change is communicating a lot of
information early in the process but failing to maintain this momentum. Sometimes an
organization prepares a formal message without any follow-up communication, which leaves the
recipients assuming that the initiative is null and void. Sometimes communication comes as a
bombardment of early messages that dwindles over time. Sometimes the only medium of
communication is email (Lewis, 2011). Instead, ongoing communication that includes
incremental updates, small successes, and stories of encouragement keep the change in the
forefront (Klein, 1996).
To create this kind of regular and varied communication, I suggest using some of the
existing communication modes at SPU. There is a weekly email from the university media
department in which university news is highlighted. The CoP can provide updates on what they
are learning and possibly some of the stories from participants in narrative inquiry (with
permission and anonymization). At the micro level of The Centre, staff who join the CoP can
provide updates at monthly meetings as well as informally through posts on our internal Teams
page. A current practice in monthly meetings is to highlight encouraging stories from daily work.
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This is a fitting practice to begin to share if and how TIA is making a difference.
Another existing mode at SPU is the monthly faculty professional development session,
which usually takes on a teaching and learning theme each semester. TIA and/or ACEs might be
a suitable theme, but this would require approval from my supervisor, who is responsible for
professional development sessions. The current practice in these sessions is to engage with a
guest speaker or a panel of SPU faculty and staff who have interest or expertise in the theme.
This would be an opportunity for members of the CoP to communicate with colleagues about
their learning, small success stories, pilots of TIA, and recommended practices at SPU.
Choose Labels Carefully
As interpretivism emphasizes, meaning-making relies on labeling social phenomena,
which in turn reflects and reinforces assumptions (Tsoukas & Hatch, 2001). Thus,
communication of this change implementation plan will inevitably apply labels of the change
initiative itself, the various participants, SPU’s context, The Centre, and many other aspects. In
the creation of messages, regardless of mode, it is important to choose labels carefully. Cordiner
et al. (2018) studied the relationship between leader labels, such as champion, and the ways in
which other people responded to the change. They found that these labels influence perception.
For example, the champion label created a narrative of “high-status hero” (p. 497) while failing
to communicate the leader’s actual role and responsibilities. The researchers conclude, “that
labels do matter in HE. While they will never be completely neutral, or uniformly understood, it
is essential that, before project implementation, they are thoroughly examined as potentially
unsuitable identity badges” (p. 497). Thus, not only is the frequency and medium important, but
the word choice carries potentially long-lasting impact.
As the CoP discusses messaging, we will need to weigh the potential message carried in
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each label. For example, if we express the invitation for staff and faculty participation as “We are
championing a new initiative and invite you to join us,” we put the focus on our own admirable
work. In contrast, we could write, “Would you consider contributing your experience of how you
support students in your specific discipline?” This question eliminates the hero status and labels
the faculty and staff as disciplinary experts.
Considering Different Audiences
In this change initiative, the first audience is the CoP. When it is time to communicate
outside the CoP, the audience is first colleagues and peers through informal dialogue, then
moving outwards to the wider audience of faculty and senior leaders. However, this change does
not require approvals from formal bodies, nor does it require changes to organizational charts or
requests for facility upgrades. Therefore, there is no need for preparing formal appeals, with one
exception. If the CoP suggests making recommendations for policy changes, this will necessitate
formal meetings and documents.
Due to the social nature of communication for this change, the messaging should be
created to provide updates and invitations for participation. Lewis (2011) argues for consistency
in messages for all audiences. Since individuals in the same university talk to one another, if
different messages go out to different audiences, this can lead to confusion and suspicion. With
this in mind, it is best to create communication that engages wide audiences, using different
modes for greater impact (Beatty, 2015).
Next Steps and Future Considerations
Because institutionalization of this change will take place gradually over time, evaluation
via institutional data will likely occur in the future. Ideally, the purpose of collecting data should
not be to fight for funding but to consider whether the change is making a difference in
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institutional outcomes. According to PDSA, if the change does not lead to improvement, then it
will be my responsibility as the change initiator to revisit the change, make adjustments, or
discontinue it (Moen & Norman, 2009). If the CoP is still together after the initial year, this
evaluation is best done together. In this way, the micro level change management is still nested
in the CoP as the change driver, which not only facilitates consistency but also keeps the micro
changes connected to the macro level considerations.
Institutional data of relevance includes reports from the Office of the Registrar, such as
number of students on probation, required to withdraw, and dropped out. If many of the students
in academic trouble are students with trauma backgrounds, then a trauma-informed approach to
support should contribute to academic improvement and confidence, which should reduce the
number of students who are dismissed for low grades or who give up and leave the institution.
Other relevant data includes the number of alerts submitted by faculty for students who are
missing classes, not engaging, and not submitting assignments. If trauma-informed support is
well-implemented and a positive change, I expect a downward trend in these numbers. On the
other hand, I hope to see an increase in student participation in academic support, which can be
measured by data from The Centre.
Another consideration is the future of the community of practice. I wonder for how long
the group can be sustained. According to Munati et al. (2017), CoPs create sustainability through
building social and cultural capital and through “long-term organizational memory” (p. 220).
Wenger and Snyder (2000) concur. They explain that CoPs can generate long-term change over a
period of years. In addition, CoPs tend to persevere due to their informal nature. Munati et al.
(2017) claim that a CoP is like “a symbolic arena where individuals have the chance to fully
express their identity and become aware about their organizational membership” (p. 224). They
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explain that this kind of personal growth feeds commitment to the group. Although I truly hope
that each person in the CoP will experience this kind of personal development, I am also aware
of the competing demands on staff and faculty, parents and students who make up the CoP. In
the context of higher education, time and attention are easily pulled to other projects and
committees.
It is possible to morph the CoP or expand its work into a more formalized university
centre for scholarship, perhaps called The Centre for Trauma-Informed Higher Education. SPU
has a number of well-developed and highly respected research centres, so this option is both
familiar and valid in the context. This structure would continue the multi and interdisciplinary
conversations started in the CoP, but the purpose would shift from awakening and initiating
change to researching, discussing, and sharing knowledge. Membership of research centres is
open to students and members of the community, so they preserve a hospitable space.
As the change in academic support eventually becomes a shared way of thinking in The
Centre and across the academic environment, my ambition is to also establish an ongoing
practice of reverse-mentoring. Although mentorship is sometimes practiced only for a short time,
retaining some of the partnerships for the entirety of a student’s career at SPU would provide
rich learning for the mentee as well as all of us engaged in the work of trauma-informed support
(Lavoie, 2021; Murphy, 2012). In addition, if reverse-mentoring is successful for this change,
there is promise to build it into an ongoing opportunity for staff and faculty to learn from
students about other experiences, including how race, language, culture, religion, gender identity,
and (dis)ability influence the ways in which students navigate learning (Curtis et al., 2021;
Dunham & Ross, 2016).
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Conclusion
Change momentum directed by social learning is well-suited to a higher education
context, in which diverse educational members can contribute to the inquiry process in a CoP.
As new co-learning practices unfold at SPU, interpretive possibilities will also expand, and
ideally, fewer students will exist on the margins of academia (Curtis et al., 2021). Returning to
my metaphor, when the hosts take time to learn about their guests, they know better how to
prepare the meal and set the table. They make these preparations not out of duty but because they
value the guests. When the guests arrive for the meal, they will not feel like strangers in someone
else’s space. Instead, the space will be open to transformation by the very presence of the guests
(Stavo-Debauge et al., 2018, as cited in Carlier, 2020). In the same way, SPU’s provision of
trauma-informed academic support can demonstrate the inherent value of all students.
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Narrative Epilogue
Over the course of this doctoral program, I have been challenged to engage in complex
analysis of the higher education landscape, organizational theory, and leadership philosophy. I
want to honour the many scholars that have gone before me and contributed to my rich learning
experience. As I became immersed in reading, I noticed more the colonial bias in academia. The
vast majority of scholars considered to be worthy contributors, cited widely and highlighted as
key theorists throughout the literature, are usually situated in English-speaking Western contexts.
I decided to become intentional in pursuing contributions from global scholars, and this is
reflected in my list of references. This diverse reading experience has expanded my
interpretations and established my confidence in TIA as a globally recognized and researched
practice.
My journey to this organizational improvement plan began in 2010, when my family
welcomed a five-year-old boy into our family through adoption. Although I cannot tell his story
here, for it is his story to tell, I can say that this boy’s early life was characterized by multiple
traumas. I began to learn about adverse childhood experiences and complex developmental
trauma, and soon I began to recognize the impact of trauma in the academic behaviours of some
of my undergraduate students. As we spent time together to create a learning plan, some students
began to disclose traumas from their family and childhood experiences. In response, I began to
employ trauma-informed support in small ways, such as focusing on connection and safety in the
learning plans. As a result, many of these students overcame early academic barriers, began to
flourish, and eventually graduated. After observing the impact of TIA in these students’ learning
journeys, I have had a sense of stewardship to contribute what I have been learning and to
continue to learn. In this way, this study is an outpouring of my ethic of care.
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Appendix A: Starratt’s Five Ethical Responsibilities

Note. According to Starratt (2005), these five responsibilities intertwine to form the foundation
for ethical decision-making in education.
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Appendix B: Community of Practice Meeting Plan
Loop and Meeting Number
Foundation, Meeting 1
Foundation, Meeting 2
Foundation, Meeting 3
Foundation, Meeting 4
Foundation, Meeting 5
Loop 1, Meeting 1
Loop 1, Meeting 2
Loop 1, Meeting 3
Loop 1, Meeting 4
Loop 1, Meeting 5
Loop 2, Meeting 1
Loop 2, Meeting 2
Loop 2, Meeting 3
Loop 2, Meeting 4
Loop 2, Meeting 5
Loop 3, Meeting 1
Loop 3, Meeting 2
Loop 3, Meeting 3
Loop 3, Meeting 4
Loop 3, Meeting 5
Loop 3, Meeting 6
Loop 3, Meeting 7

Focus
Introductions; Organization of future meetings
Knowledge Mapping: Experiential
Knowledge Mapping: Domain
Prepare readings and resources
Prepare for narrative inquiry and prepare invitations for
story-tellers
Take the ACEs survey and discuss
Dialogue about readings
Dialogue about readings
Dialogue about narratives
Dialogue about narratives from discourse analysis
Read and discuss TIA principles
Discuss SPU’s academic support
Discuss learning from TIA at other institutions
Read or invite practitioners of TIA
Discuss learning from practitioners
Reflect and share how TIA is changing current
practices
Dialogue and plan for social contagion
Reflect and share conversations and interactions
Discuss artifacts and physical space through TIA
Begin to draft definitions
Begin to draft recommendations
Debrief and discuss next learning

Note. This plan is a sample. In a CoP, decisions should be made collaboratively, and scope and
pace are often reviewed and revised (Artime et al., 2021).
This meeting plan assumes meeting every second week.
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Appendix C: ACEs Survey

• Emotional abuse (being insulted, threatened, or

Abuse

demeaned)

• Physical abuse (being injured by someone in the family)
• Sexual abuse (being sexually touched by or forced to
touch a person who is at least 5 years older than you)

Household
Challenges

• Violence against a female adult by a male adult
• Alcohol or drug abuse
• Mental illness and/or suicide attempts in the family
• Divorce or family breakdown
• Incarcerated family member

• Emotional neglect (being ignored, disconnected, or

Neglect

unvalued by family; having no support network in family)

• Physical neglect (having no one to provide the basics of
life including meals, clothing, laundry, hygiene, medical care;
adults in home absent, disconnected, or too unwell or
intoxicated to provide care)

How many adversities have you experienced in your life prior to age 18?

Note. The adverse childhood experiences listed here have been found to affect neurological and
psychological development. When participants take the survey, the only information they report
is the total number of ACEs in their childhood. Adapted from the original CDC-Kaiser ACE
study (Felitti et al., 1998).
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Appendix D: Summary of Implementation and Monitoring Plan
Table D1
Implementation and Monitoring at the Foundational Stage
Step
1

Suggested
Timing
2 weeks

Focus
Initiate a
Community
of Practice

Foundational Stage
Actions
Resources
Invite members
Hold first
meeting
Establish
meeting
frequency,
duration,
structure

2

4 weeks

Knowledge
Mapping

Establish
communication
tool (i.e. Teams
or Slack)
Map perspectives
Map experiential
knowledge

3

4 weeks

Set Domain
and
Practices

Map knowledge
of trauma and
TIA
Build resource
collection:
Collaboratively
choose readings
and/or videos
Determine
structure and
roles for learning
practices
Map networks for
narrative inquiry
Apply for ethics
board approval
for soliciting
student narratives

Meeting space
(if meeting in
person)
Access to
communication
tool and reliable
internet

Considerations
Practical: Finding
enough people with
professional or
experiential
knowledge of
trauma

Monitoring
Focus
Membership
of the CoP

Scheduling a time
that does not
privilege some
members over
others

Physical space
and/or digital
tool for mapping

Validating
knowledge and
contributions of all
members

CoP
participation
and diversity

Access to
readings and/or
videos for all
members

Respect privacy of
suggested students
in narrative
network; do not
name students or
provide identifying
information

Readiness to
begin
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Table D2
Implementation and Monitoring in Loop One
Step
1

Suggested
Timing
6 weeks

Loop One
Resources

Focus

Actions

Learn by
Dialogue

Take ACEs survey
Read the resources
in the CoP
collection and
dialogue

2

4 weeks

Narrative
Inquiry

Note-taker records
key ideas from the
dialogue and
disseminates the
notes
With ethics
approval, invite
students and their
families to share
stories of how they
navigate learning
and their
experiences with
learning support
Identify recurring
words and themes
from the narratives

Access to
CoP
collection
Potential
access to
funding to
purchase
books or
access to
other
resources
Ethics board
approval
Willing
students
Expertise in
discourse
analysis

Considerations
Taking the ACEs
survey should be
voluntary and private

Monitoring
Focus
Change in
understanding
and
interpretation
Active
dialogue in the
CoP

Protecting the
privacy of students
and families is
essential; students
may choose to speak
openly, but this is not
expected
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Table D3
Implementation and Monitoring in Loop Two
Step
1

2

Suggested
Timing
6 weeks

4 weeks

Loop Two
Resources

Focus

Actions

Learn by
Analysis

Study published
literature on TIA
as applied in other
organizations

Narrative
Inquiry

Apply case
studies to analyze
practices at SPU
(esp. The Centre)
Interview and
read narratives
from educators
who have
implemented TIA
Dialogue about
key learnings
Note-taker
records discussion
and disseminates
the notes

Considerations

Access to
literature

Possible reluctance or
resistance from staff in
The Centre (especially
those who are not in
the CoP)

Funds for
honorariums
for guests

Different contexts
influence
implementation and
experiences. The CoP
should discuss
comparable contexts.

Monitoring
Focus
Cognitive
dissonance
and discovery
of gaps

141
Table D4
Implementation and Monitoring in Loop Three
Step
1

Suggested
Timing
3 months

Focus
Learn by
Doing

Loop Three
Actions
Resources
Intentionally practice
social contagion
Apply recommended
practices in our
spheres of influence

Considerations

Support
from senior
academic
leaders

Communication
to the wider
university is
essential at this
stage

Students
willing to
serve as
mentors

No one should
feel coerced or
obligated into
mentorship

Create and/or revise
artifacts that are in
our purview to reflect
trauma-informed
language and
principles
Co-create a series of
definitions and
recommendations for
TIA at SPU: The
Centre and Faculty
practices
2

To begin in
conjunction
with changes
to practices

Pilot
reversementoring

Read literature on
reverse-mentoring
Volunteers from the
CoP and The Centre
participate in reversementoring (see Curtis
et al.)

Funds for
lunches,
coffee, etc.

Monitoring
Focus
Effectiveness
of the specific
actions and
incremental
changes
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Appendix E: Sample Three-Question Survey
Instructions
Highlight your response according to the following scale:
1
Rarely
2
Often
3
Almost always
Add your comments in the blank space.

Do you feel connected in the
learning community?

Do you feel comfortable
expressing your thoughts?

Do your contributions
matter?

1 2 3

1 2 3

1 2 3

Note. This three-question survey is intended as a quick tool to monitor participant experiences in
social learning contexts, such as the community of practice and focus groups. Questions are
intended as examples only. The tool can be completed in digital or paper forms, according to the
situation.
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Appendix F: Monitoring the Progress Towards TIA Through Discourse Analysis
Recurring words or
phrases

Associated theme

Associated traumainformed principle

Requirement
Responsibility
Students must…
Create space
Make room
Respect silence
Relational
Together
Weak student
Student’s issues

Expectations for
student behaviour

Choice and empowerment

How we are doing
1 – not yet traumainformed
2 – beginning
3 – progressing
4 – fully trauma-informed
1

Students’ emotional
states

Safety

4

Relationship

Connection

3

Observation of student
behaviour

Awareness

1

Note. This is a simple hypothetical example for illustration purposes.

